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MISSION  STATEMENT 

It  is  the  mission  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to  sustain  the  health,  diversity, 
and  productivity  of  the  public  lands  for  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  present  and  future 
generations. 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

Wyoming  State  Office 
P.O.  Box  1828 

Cheyenne,  Wyoming  82003-1828 


In  Reply  Refer  To 

1793  (930) 


March  31 ,  2000 


Dear  Reader: 

This  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS)  on  the  proposed  South  Baggs  Area  Natural 
Gas  Development  Project  located  in  Carbon  County,  Wyoming,  is  submitted  for  your  review 
and  comment.  The  FEIS  has  been  prepared  pursuant  to  Title  40,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations, 
Parts  1500-1508,  to  analyze  the  potential  impacts  from  natural  gas  exploration  and 
development.  This  document  informs  the  public  of  the  anticipated  impacts  of  the  proposed 
development  and  alternatives  to  that  proposal.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management’s  (BLM) 
preferred  alternative  for  this  project  is  the  Proposed  Action  with  additional  mitigation  measures 
which  would  reduce  environmental  impacts. 

The  FEIS  contains  corrected  and  new  material  which  supplements  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  issued  May  14,  1999.  The  FEIS  and  the  DEIS  comprise  the 
complete  document.  Please  refer  to  the  DEIS  for  more  detailed  analyses  and  descriptions  of 
the  proposed  action  and  alternatives. 

A  copy  of  this  FEIS  has  been  sent  to  affected  Government  agencies  and  to  those  persons  who 
either  responded  to  scoping  the  DEIS,  or  otherwise  indicated  to  BLM,  they  wished  to  receive 
the  document.  Copies  of  the  FEIS  are  available  upon  request  at  the  following  location: 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Rawlins  Field  Office 
1300  North  Third  Street 
Rawlins,  WY  82301 
Telephone  (307)  324-4200 
e-mail:  rawlins_wymail@blm.gov 

This  FEIS  is  not  the  decision  document.  A  Record  of  Decision  will  be  prepared  and  made 
available  to  the  public,  but  not  until  at  least  30  days  after  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
(EPA)  has  published  their  Notice  of  Availability  of  this  FEIS  in  the  Federal  Register.  We 
anticipate  EPA  will  publish  that  notice  April  14,  2000. 


2 


Comments  on  the  content  of  this  FEIS  should  be  sent  to  the  Rawlins  Field  Office  at  the  address 
indicated  above.  If  you  wish  to  comment  on  the  FEIS,  we  request  you  make  your  comments  as 
specific  as  possible.  Comments  will  be  more  helpful  if  they  include  suggested  changes,  sources, 
or  methodologies.  Opinions  or  preference  will  not  receive  a  formal  response;  however,  BLM 
will  consider  them  in  its  decision. 

Comments,  including  names  and  street  addresses  of  respondents,  will  be  available  for  public 
review  at  the  address  listed  above  during  regular  business  hours  (7:45  a.m.  -  4:30  p.m.) 

Monday  through  Friday,  except  holidays.  Individual  respondents  may  request  confidentiality. 

If  you  wish  to  withhold  your  name  or  street  address  from  public  review  or  from  disclosure 
under  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act,  you  must  state  this  prominently  at  the  beginning  of  your 
written  comment.  Such  requests  will  be  honored  to  the  extent  allowed  by  law.  All  submissions 
from  organizations  or  businesses,  and  from  individuals  identifying  themselves  as  representatives 
or  officials  of  organizations  or  businesses,  will  be  made  available  for  public  inspection  in  their 
entirety. 

The  BLM  appreciates  the  individuals,  organizations,  Federal,  State,  and  local  governments  who 
participated  in  the  environmental  analysis  process.  Your  involvement  has  enhanced  the  integrity 
of  the  EIS  and  the  public  land  manager’s  ability  to  make  an  informed  decision. 

Sincerely, 


/ 


'Alan  R.  Pierson 
State  Director 
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This  Environmental  Impact  Statement  was  prepared  by  Gary  Holsan  Environmental  Planning ,  an 
environmental  consulting  firm,  with  the  guidance,  participation,  and  independent  evaluation  of  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM).  The  BLM,  in  accordance  with  Federal  regulation  40  CFR 
1506.5(a)  and  (b),  is  in  agreement  with  the  findings  of  the  analysis  and  approves  and  takes 
responsibility  for  the  scope  and  content  of  this  document. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
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[X]  Final 


Lead  Agency: 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Cooperating  Agencies: 

None 

Counties  That  Could  Be  Directly  Affected: 

Carbon  County,  Wyoming 
Abstract: 

The  Final  EIS,  in  combination  with  the  previously  released  Draft  EIS,  analyzes  a  proposal  by 
Merit  Energy  Company  (Merit)  to  continue  to  drill  additional  development  wells  in  their  leased 
acreage  within  the  South  Baggs  natural  gas  development  area  (approximately  12,352  acres)  of 
southcentral  Wyoming. 

The  South  Baggs  project  is  located  in  Carbon  County,  Wyoming.  The  project  area  is  generally 
located  within  Townships  12  and  13  North  (T12-13N),  Ranges  92  and  93  West  (R92-93W),  6th 
Principal  Meridian.  The  area  is  accessed  by  the  two-lane  paved  Wyoming  State  Highway  789 
from  Interstate  80  (1-80)  at  Creston  Junction  south  to  Baggs,  then  west  for  approximately  3  miles 
on  graveled  Carbon  County  Road  700  (Poison  Buttes  Road)  to  the  project  area.  Access  to  the 
interior  of  the  project  area  is  provided  by  an  existing  road  network  developed  to  service  prior  and 
ongoing  drilling  and  production  activities. 

Merit  proposes  to  drill  and  develop  50  natural  gas  wells  in  the  South  Baggs  Natural  Gas 
Production  Area  over  a  period  of  approximately  10  years,  in  addition  to  existing  operations  within 
the  project  area.  The  proposed  development  wells,  access  roads,  pipelines,  and  other  ancillary 
facilities  located  on  public  lands  would  be  permitted  with  the  BLM  and  the  Wyoming  Oil  and  Gas 
Conservation  Commission  (WOGCC).  Facilities  located  on  privately  owned  surface  would  be 
permitted  with  the  appropriate  surface  owner.  The  proposed  development  is  in  addition  to 
approximately  43  wells  that  have  been  drilled  and  developed  in  the  project  area.  The  precise 
number  of  additional  wells,  locations  of  the  wells,  and  timing  of  drilling  associated  with  the 
proposed  natural  gas  development  project  would  be  directed  by  the  success  of  development 
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drilling  and  production  technology,  and  economic  considerations. 

This  EIS  analyzes  the  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action,  alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Action,  and 
the  No  Action  Alternative.  The  EIS  describes  the  physical,  biological,  cultural,  historic,  and 
socioeconomic  resources  in  and  surrounding  the  project  area.  The  focus  for  impact  analysis  was 
based  upon  resource  issues  and  concerns  identified  during  public  scoping. 

Potential  impacts  of  concern  from  development  are  to  recreation  and  visual  impacts;  raptor 
breeding  and  nesting  habitat  and  populations;  special  status  plant  and  wildlife  species;  soil 
erosion  and  sediment  increases  within  the  project  area;  impacts  to  air  quality;  socioeconomic 
impacts  to  Carbon  County;  and  cumulative  effects. 

Other  Environmental  Review  or  Consultation  Requirements: 

A  Biological  Assessment  (BA)  has  been  prepared  separate  from  this  EIS,  and  in  compliance  with 
Section  7(c)  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (as  amended),  for  the  purpose  of  identifying  any 
endangered  or  threatened  species  which  are  likely  to  be  affected  by  the  proposed  action. 

Lead  Agency  Contact: 

For  further  information,  contact  Larry  Jackson  at  the  Rawlins  Field  Office,  (307)  328-4231. 

Comments  on  this  draft  EIS  should  be  submitted  in  writing  to  : 

Larry  Jackson,  Project  Coordinator 

Rawlins  Field  Office 

1300  North  3rd  Street 

P.O.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  Wyoming  82301 

e-mail:  rawlins_wymail@blm.gov 


Final  EIS  Made  Available  to  EPA  and  Public: 


April  14,  2000 


Final  EIS  Comments  Must  Be  Received  By: 


May  15,  2000 
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PREFACE 


The  purpose  of  this  Final  environmental  impact  statement  (EIS)  for  the  South  Baggs  Area  Natural 
Gas  Development  Project  is  to  supplement  the  Draft  EIS  which  was  published  in  May  1999. 
Reviewed  together,  the  Draft  and  Final  EISs  incorporate  the  description  of  the  proposed  project, 
other  alternatives  including  the  "No  Action"  alternative,  the  affected  environment,  as  well  as  the 
analyses  of  potential  environmental  consequences  resulting  from  construction,  operation,  and 
abandonment  of  the  proposed  project.  This  Final  EIS  should  not  be  considered  as  a  complete  EIS, 
nor  as  a  decision  document.  This  FEIS  is  organized  into  five  sections: 

•  Section  1,  Executive  Summary  -  Information  presented  in  this  section  describes  the  NEPA 
process  utilized  in  the  analysis,  briefly  describes  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives, 
provides  a  summary  of  the  resource  elements  analyzed  and  a  summary  of  their  cumulative 
effects,  and  describes  the  agency-preferred  alternative. 

•  Section  2,  Addendum  and  Errata  -  Provides  an  addendum  of  additional  discussion  and 
studies  which  have  been  completed  to  address  comments  received  during  the  comment 
period  on  the  draft  EIS.  It  also  includes  an  errata  section  showing  changes  in  the  text  of  the 
Draft  EIS  which  resulted  from  public  comment  or  internal  BLM  review. 

•  Section  3,  Consultation  and  Coordination  -  Summarizes  the  consultation  and  coordination 
that  occurred  during  the  preparation  of  the  South  Baggs  Area  EIS  and  background 
information  regarding  the  consultation  and  coordination  process. 

•  Section  4,  Comment  Letters  Received  on  the  Draft  EIS  -  Provides  a  copy  of  the  comment 
letters  received  during  the  public  comment  period  on  the  draft  EIS. 

•  Section  5,  Response  to  Comments  -  Provides  BLM's  responses  to  those  comments  shown 
in  Section  4. 

In  response  to  comments  received  concerning  air  quality  impacts  with  implementation  of  the  South 
Baggs  Area  Natural  Gas  Development  Project  and  other  projects,  TRC  Environmental  Consulting, 
Inc.,  and  Earth  Tech,  Inc.,  prepared  a  Revised  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support 
Document  (USDI-BLM  1999b),  and  the  BLM  revised  the  air  quality  sections  of  the  draft  EIS. 

Although  the  final  predicted  air  quality  impacts  did  not  change  significantly,  the  DEIS  air  quality 
impact  assessment  was  revised  in  order  to  address  the  following  items:  1)  the  CD/WII  near-field 
particulate  matter  emission  assumptions  and  impact  analyses  was  revised  using  Rock  Springs, 
Wyoming,  meteorological  data;  2)  potential  well  blowdown  emissions  were  included  and  the 
hazardous  air  pollutant  (HAP)  and  ozone  impact  analyses  were  revised;  3)  potential  oxides  of 
nitrogen  (NOx)  emissions  for  the  CD/WII  wells  were  corrected;  4)  potential  NOx  and  sulfur  dioxide 
(SO^  emissions  from  the  Lost  Cabin  Gas  Plant  were  corrected  for  seasonal  operation;  5)  potential 
particulate  matter  emissions  from  the  Seneca  Coal  facility  (Colorado  permit  no.  82R0258F)  were 
corrected;  6)  potential  particulate  matter,  NOx  and  S02  emissions  from  the  SF  Phosphates  facility 
(Wyoming  permit  no.  CT-550A4)  were  added  to  the  emissions  inventory;  7)  several  other  Colorado 
emission  sources  were  correctly  analyzed  as  potential  NOx  emissions,  rather  than  as  S02  emissions 
reported  in  the  DEIS;  8)  hourly  scaling  factors  were  applied  to  several  Wyoming  portable  emission 
sources;  and  9)  a  calculation  error  regarding  potential  formaldehyde  impacts  reported  in  the  DEIS 
was  corrected  in  the  FEIS.  Based  on  these  revisions,  potential  air  quality  impacts  were  re-analyzed 
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and  reported  in  both  the  FEIS  and  a  Revised  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support 
Document  (USDI-BLM  1999b)  text. 

The  draft  and  final  EISs  have  been  prepared  according  to  the  requirements  of  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  (NEPA)  and  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality's  regulations 
for  implementing  NEPA,  effective  July  30,  1979. 

The  analyses  were  based  on  a  proposed  schedule  and  maximum  assumed  level  of  development 
contained  in  the  draft  EIS.  As  the  project  is  implemented,  the  impacts  will  be  evaluated  to  determine 
if  they  fall  within  the  parameters  discussed  in  the  draft  and  final  EISs.  Any  major  change  in  project 
design  would  require  additional  environmental  analysis. 
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ABBREVIATIONS/ACRONYMS 


AACL 

ac-ft 

ac-ft/mi2/yr 

ac-ft/yr 

ACHP 

Act 

ADT 

AML 

analysis  area 

ANC 

ANS 

AO 

APD 

AQRV 

AS-WWC 

AUM 

BA 

BACT 

bbl 

BLM 

BWPD 

CBG 

CDPHE-APCD 

CEQ 

CFR 

cfs 

CIA 

CMP 

CO 

COE 

CWA 

dBA 

DEQ 

dia. 

EA 

EIS 

EO 

EPA 

ESA 

F 

FAA 

FEMA 

FLPMA 

FS 

ft 

FWS 


Acceptable  Ambient  Concentration  Levels 
acre  feet 

acre  feet  per  square  mile  per  year 
acre  feet  per  year 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 

Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973 

average  daily  traffic 

Abandoned  Mine  Lands 

South  Baggs  Natural  Gas  Production  Area 

Acid  Neutralizing  Capacity 

artifical  nesting  structure 

authorized  officer 

Application  for  Permit  to  Drill 

Air  Quality  Related  Values 

Archaeological  Services  of  Western  Wyoming  College 

Animal  Unit  Month 

Biological  Assessment 

Best  Available  Control  Technology 

barrel 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
barrel  of  water  per  day 
Creston/Blue  Gap  Natural  Gas  Project 

Colorado  Department  of  Public  Health  and  Environment,  Air  Pollution  Control 
Division 

Council  for  Environmental  Quality 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations 
cubic  feet  per  second 
cumulative  impacts  analysis 
corrugated  metal  pipe 
carbon  monoxide 
Corps  of  Engineers 
Clean  Water  Act 
decibel 

Department  of  Environmental  Quality 
diameter 

environmental  assessment 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Executive  Order 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973 
Farenheit 

USDT  Federal  Aviation  Administration 
Federal  Emergency  Management  Act 
Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act 
Forest  Service 
foot  (or  feet) 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
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ABBREVIATIONS/ACRONYMS 


g/hp-hr 

gpm 

GPS 

GWA  II 

HAP 

hp 

H2S 

HWA 

1-80 

ID 

IDT 

IMPROVE 

IWAQM 

km 

LOP 

m 

MAC 

MEI 

Merit 

mg/I 

MLE 

MMCFD 

mph 

MSDS 

MSHA 

n2 

NA 

n.d. 

NEPA 

NHPA 

NOAA 

NOx 

no2 

NPDES 

NRHP 

NSI 

NTU 

NWI 

OS  HA 

P&A'd 

pH 

PI 

PIC 

PM-2.5 

PM-10 

POD 


grams  per  horsepower-hour 
gallons  per  minute 
Global  Positioning  System 
Greater  Wamsutter  Area  II 
Hazardous  Air  Pollutants 
horsepower 
hydrogen  sulfide 
Hayden-Wing  Associates 
Interstate  80 
interdisciplinary 
interdisciplinary  team 

Interagency  Monitoring  of  PROtected  Visual  Environments 

Interagency  Workgroup  on  Air  Quality  Modeling 

kilometer 

Life  of  Project 

meter 

Metcalf  Archaeological  Consultants 

Maximally  Exposed  Individual 

Merit  Energy  Company 

milligrams  per  liter 

Most  Likely  Exposure 

million  cubic  feet  per  day 

miles  per  hour 

Material  Safety  Data  Sheet 

Mine  Saftey  Hazard  Administration 

Nitrogen 

not  applicable 

no  date 

National  Environmental  Policy  Act 

National  Historic  Preservation  Act 

National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration 

oxides  of  nitrogen 

nitrogen  dioxide 

National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System 

National  Register  of  Historic  Places 

no  significant  impacts 

Nephelometric  Turbidity  Unit 

National  Wetlands  Inventory 

Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration 

plugged  and  abandoned 

acidity  measurement  unit  (negative  logarithm  of  the  hydrogen  ion  [H+] 
concentration) 

Petroleum  Information,  Inc. 

Planning  Information  Corporation 

particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  effective  diameter 
particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  effective  diameter 
Plan  of  Development 
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PSD 

PPP 

RCRA 

RFFAs 

RFO 

RMP 

RMOGA 

ROD 

ROW 

SAR 

SARA 

SBU 

SCS 

SEO 

SHPO 

SI 

so2 

SPCC 

sq. 

t/ac/yr 

t/yr 

TDS 

TPQ 

TSP 

UAD 

ug/m3 

UNKI 

USDA 

USDC 

USDI 

USGS 

USLE 

VOC 

VRM 

w/ 

w/i 

w/o 

WDEQ-AQD 

WESTAR 

WET 

WGFD 

WOGCC 

WOS 

WSGS 

WTA 

WWC 


Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration 

pollution  prevention  plan 

Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act 

reasonably  foreseeable  future  actions 

Rawlins  Field  Office 

Resource  Management  Plan 

Rocky  Mountain  Oil  &  Gas  Association 

Record  of  Decision 

Right-of-Way 

Sodium  Absorption  Ratio 

Superfund  Amendments  and  Reauthorization  Act 

South  Baggs  Unit 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

Wyoming  State  Engineer’s  Office 

State  Historic  Preservation  Office 

shut-in 

sulfur  dioxide 

Spill  Prevention  Control  and  Countermeasures 
square 

tons  per  acre  per  year 

tons  per  year 

total  dissolved  solids 

threshold  planning  quantity 

Total  Suspended  Particulate  Matter 

unquantified  additional  development 

micrograms  per  cubic  meter 

unknown  impact  until  site-specific  location  is  proposed  and  surveys  are 
completed 

United  States  Department  of  Agriculture 

United  States  Department  of  Commerce 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

United  States  Geological  Survey 

Unified  soil  loss  equation 

Volatile  Organic  Compounds 

Visual  Resource  Management 

with 
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SECTION  1:  EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


1.0  INTRODUCTION 

This  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS)  analyzes  the  impacts  of  drilling  and  production 
operations  in  the  South  Baggs  natural  gas  producing  area  of  southcentral  Wyoming  (Figure  1-1). 
The  South  Baggs  project  area  is  located  in  Carbon  County,  Wyoming  within  Townships  12  and  13 
North  (T12-13N),  Ranges  92  and  93  West  (R92-93W),  6th  Principal  Meridian.  The  project  area 
encompasses  approximately  12,352  acres  of  mixed  federal,  State,  and  private  lands.  Of  this  total, 
approximately  10,067  acres  are  managed  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior  (USDI)  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  (BLM)  and  2,285  acres  are  private  lands. 

This  FEIS  has  been  prepared  pursuant  to  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  and 
addresses  three  field  development  scenarios  (Proposed  Action,  Alternative  A,  and  Alternative  B), 
and  a  "No  Action"  alternative-  Alternative  C.  Details  on  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  are 
described  in  the  DEIS  according  to  the  following  chapters.  Chapter  1  defines  the  Purpose  and 
Need  for  the  proposed  project.  Chapter  2  details  the  parameters  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  other 
alternatives  as  well  as  providing  a  summary  of  proposed  mitigation  and  monitoring  measures  to 
avoid  or  reduce  impacts  proposed  by  the  project  operators.  Chapter  3  of  the  DEIS  discusses  the 
areas  and  resources  that  would  be  affected  under  each  alternative.  Chapter  4  examines  the 
environmental  consequences  to  each  resource  under  each  alternative  and  also  provides  a  summary 
of  additional  mitigation  measures  by  resource  discipline  which  were  identified  during  the  analysis 
process.  The  measures  and  requirements  in  the  DEIS  describe  how  implementation  of  the 
Proposed  Action  or  alternatives  should  be  managed  to  assure  minimal  impacts  in  the  South  Baggs 
project  area  and  adjacent  lands.  Chapter  5  describes  the  mitigation  and  monitoring  measures  that 
should  be  implemented  to  assure  compliance  with  resource  management  goals  and  objectives 
provided  in  the  Great  Divide  Resource  Area  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  (Record  of  Decision 
and  Approved  Resource  Management  Plan,  USDI-BLM  1990a);  and  applicable  lease  stipulations 
within  the  South  Baggs  project  area.  Chapter  6  of  the  DEIS  summarizes  the  consultation  and 
coordination  accomplished  with  various  federal,  State,  county,  and  local  agencies,  elected 
representatives,  environmental  and  citizen  groups,  industries,  and  individuals  potentially  concerned 
with  issues  regarding  the  proposed  drilling  action  and  alternatives. 

Management  of  federal  lands  within  the  South  Baggs  project  area,  including  natural  gas  drilling  and 
development  activities,  is  provided  by  the  Great  Divide  Resource  Area  RMP.  The  proposed  natural 
gas  development  project  and  alternatives  are  in  conformance  with  management  objectives  provided 
in  the  RMP,  subject  to  implementation  of  prescribed  mitigation  measures. 

Drilling  attempts  within  the  project  area  have  been  successful.  As  of  November  1,  1999,  46  natural 
gas  wells  have  been  drilled  in  the  project  area. 

The  DEIS  addresses  a  Proposed  Action  and  three  alternatives  as  described  in  greater  detail  in  the 
following  section  and  briefly  summarized  here. 

•  The  Proposed  Action  would  increase  natural  gas  production  in  the  South  Baggs  project  area 
by  allowing  the  operators  to  drill  and  develop  approximately  50  natural  gas  wells  in  addition 
to  existing  operations  within  the  project  area.  The  Proposed  Action  was  determined  by 
summarizing  drilling  plans  projected  by  the  South  Baggs  operator,  Merit  Energy  Company 
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(Merit)  over  the  next  ten-year  planning  period.  Total  life  expectancy  of  the  South  Baggs 
Natural  Gas  Production  Area  is  estimated  by  Merit  to  be  approximately  35  years.  Drilling 
estimations  were  based  on  reasonably  foreseeable  spacing  and  drilling  projections  in  areas 
within  the  project  area  where  the  planned  production  and  development  activities  would  occur, 
as  well  as  development  of  related  roads,  pipelines,  and  production  facilities. 

•  Alternative  A  provides  for  a  minimum  density  of  surface  well  pads  and  production  facilities. 
Alternative  A  would  allow  the  operators  to  drill  and  develop  40  new  wells  within  the  project 
area  in  addition  to  existing  operations.  The  technical  requirements  for  Alternative  A,  including 
the  project-wide  mitigation  measures,  are  the  same  as  described  for  the  Proposed  Action; 
however,  less  overall  site  disturbance  would  be  necessary  for  the  well  sites,  access  roads, 
pipelines,  and  other  ancillary  facilities.  The  precise  number  of  wells,  locations  of  the  wells, 
and  timing  of  drilling  would  be  directed  by  the  success  of  development  drilling  and  production 
technology,  and  economic  considerations  such  as  cost  of  development  of  leases  having 
marginal  profitability. 

•  Alternative  B  provides  a  maximum  development  scenario  of  90  wells,  with  related  activities 
and  facilities  in  addition  to  existing  operations.  The  technical  requirements  for  Alternative 
B,  including  the  project-wide  mitigation  measures,  are  the  same  as  described  for  the 
Proposed  Action;  however,  more  overall  site  disturbance  would  be  necessary  for  the  well 
sites,  access  roads,  pipelines,  and  other  ancillary  facilities  than  the  Proposed  Action  and 
Alternative  A.  Also,  the  precise  number  of  wells,  locations  of  the  wells,  and  timing  of  drilling 
would  be  directed  by  the  success  of  development  drilling  and  production  technology,  and 
economic  considerations  such  as  cost  of  development  of  leases  having  marginal  profitability. 

•  Alternative  C,  the  No  Action  Alternative,  implies  that  Applications  for  Permit  to  Drill  (APDs) 
and  right-of-way  (ROW)  actions  may  be  granted  by  the  BLM  on  a  case-by-case  basis  through 
individual  project  and  site-specific  environmental  analyses. 

Under  any  of  the  alternatives,  development  could  occur  on  State  and  private  lands  within  the 

analysis  area  under  authorizations  granted  by  the  Wyoming  Oil  and  Gas  Conservation  Commission 

(WOGCC). 


1.1  PROPOSED  ACTION  AND  ALTERNATIVES 

The  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives  A  and  B  would  involve  clearing  land  and  constructing  well 
sites,  access  roads,  pipelines,  and  associated  facilities.  Under  each  development  alternative,  and 
where  practical,  pipelines  would  be  routed  along  existing  and/or  new  roadways,  with  an  estimated 
disturbance  width  of  50  feet  and  an  estimated  average  length  of  0.33  mile.  New  pipeline  construction 
to  each  well  site  is  estimated  to  impact  0.8  acre.  New  road  construction  necessary  to  access  each 
new  well  site  is  estimated  at  0.33  mile  per  well  site  or  approximately  1.8  acres.  The  average  well 
site  disturbance  is  estimated  to  be  3.25  acres,  depending  on  site  conditions  and  Formation  being 
drilled.  A  1.4-acre  compressor  station  would  be  constructed  under  all  alternatives. 
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1.1.1  Proposed  Action 

The  Proposed  Action  would  allow  Merit  to  drill  and  develop  50  natural  gas  wells  in  the  South  Baggs 
Natural  Gas  Production  Area  over  a  period  of  approximately  10  years  in  addition  to  existing 
operations  within  the  project  area.  Approximately  5  wells  would  be  drilled  within  one  year  following 
project  approval  utilizing  one  drilling  rig.  Completion  operations  for  these  wells  would  commence 
as  soon  as  the  drilling  rig  moves  off  the  drill  pad.  One  completion  rig  would  be  utilized  continuously 
for  completion  operations.  The  remaining  wells  would  be  drilled  and  completed  with  one  drill  rig 
throughout  the  remainder  of  the  planned  10  year  drilling  period. 

Construction  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  involve  50.0  acres  of  site  disturbance  resulting  from 
pipeline  construction  (0.8  acre  per  well  separate  from  the  road,  0.2  acre  combined  with  access 
roads),  80.0  acres  from  access  road  construction  (1.6  acres  per  well),  and  162.5  acres  from  well 
sites  (50  well  sites  with  3.25  acres  of  disturbance  per  site).  A  1.4-acre  compressor  station  would 
be  constructed  under  all  alternatives. 

Impacts  within  the  South  Baggs  project  area  would  be  reduced  upon  reclamation  of  pipeline  ROWs 
and  unused  portions  of  the  drill  pads  and  roadway  disturbances  during  the  production  phase  for  each 
alternative.  Under  the  Proposed  Action,  reclamation  would  reduce  impacts  to  101.4  acres.  This 
includes  70.0  acres  for  well  pads  (1.4  acre  per  pad)  and  30.0  acres  for  roads  (approximately  16.0 
feet  wide,  or  0.6  acres  per  well),  and  0.0  acres  for  pipelines.  The  compressor  station  would  not  be 
reclaimed  since  the  full  size  of  the  site  would  be  needed  during  production.  The  cumulative  impact 
for  the  Proposed  Action  would  be  211.4  acres  (101.4  acres  of  disturbance  remaining  following 
reclamation  plus  1 10.0  acres  of  existing  unreclaimed  disturbance)  or  1 .7  percent  of  the  South  Baggs 
project  area. 

1.1.2  Alternative  A 

Alternative  A  represents  a  minimum  level  of  additional  site  disturbance  and  would  allow  Merit  to  drill 
and  develop  approximately  40  new  well  sites  with  related  facilities  over  the  10-year  planning  period. 
Development  under  Alternative  A  is  in  addition  to  the  43  wells  that  have  been  drilled  and  developed 
in  the  project  area.  The  technical  requirements  for  Alternative  A,  including  the  project-wide  mitigation 
measures,  are  the  same  as  described  for  the  Proposed  Action,  however,  less  overall  site 
disturbance  would  be  necessary  for  the  well  sites,  access  roads,  pipelines,  and  other  ancillary 
facilities. 

The  construction  of  this  alternative  would  involve  130.0  acres  of  drill  site  disturbance,  64.0  acres  (1.6 
acres  per  well)  of  road  disturbance,  40.0  acres  of  pipeline  disturbance,  and  1.4  acres  of  compressor 
station  disturbance,  for  a  total  of  approximately  235.4  acres.  A  large  portion  of  this  area  would  be 
reclaimed  as  described  under  the  Proposed  Action.  Alternative  A  impacts  would  decrease  to  81.4 
acres,  with  cumulative  impacts  affecting  191.4  acres  or  1.5  percent  of  the  South  Baggs  project  area. 
The  cumulative  impact  for  Alternative  A  would  be  191.4  acres  (81.4  acres  of  disturbance  remaining 
following  reclamation  plus  110.0  acres  of  existing  unreclaimed  disturbance)  or  1.5  percent  of  the 
South  Baggs  project  area. 
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1.1.3  Alternative  B 

Alternative  B  provides  a  maximum  development  scenario  of  90  wells,  with  related  activities  and 
facilities.  The  precise  number  of  wells,  locations  of  the  wells,  and  timing  of  drilling  would  be  directed 
by  the  success  of  development  drilling  and  production  technology,  and  economic  considerations 
such  as  cost  of  development  of  leases  having  marginal  profitability. 

The  technical  requirements  for  Alternative  B  are  the  same  as  described  for  the  Proposed  Action  and 
Alternative  A;  however  more  overall  site  disturbance  requirements  would  be  necessary  for  the 
additional  well  sites,  access  roads,  and  pipelines. 

The  construction  of  this  alternative  would  involve  292.5  acres  of  drill  site  disturbance,  144.0  acres 
(1.6  acres  per  well)  of  road  disturbance,  90.0  acres  of  pipeline  disturbance,  and  1.4  acres  of 
compressor  station  disturbance,  for  a  total  of  approximately  527.9  acres.  A  large  portion  of  this  area 
would  be  reclaimed  as  described  under  the  Proposed  Action,  thus  reducing  the  total  disturbance  by 
346.5  acres  to  181.4  acres.  The  cumulative  impact  for  Alternative  B  would  be  291.4  acres  (181.4 
acres  of  disturbance  remaining  following  reclamation  plus  110.0  acres  of  existing  unreclaimed 
disturbance)  or  2.4  percent  of  the  South  Baggs  project  area. 

1.1.4  Alternative  C  -  No  Action 

Alternative  C,  the  "No  Action"  implies  that  on-going  natural  gas  production  activities  would  be 
allowed  to  continue  by  the  BLM  in  the  South  Baggs  project  area,  but  the  Proposed  Action  and 
Alternatives  A  and  B  would  be  disallowed.  Additional  APDs  and  ROW  actions  would  be  considered 
by  the  BLM  for  federal  land  on  a  case-by-case  basis  through  individual  project  and  site-specific 
environmental  analysis.  Transport  of  natural  gas  products  would  be  allowed  from  those  wells  within 
the  South  Baggs  project  area  that  are  currently  productive.  Additional  gas  development  would  occur 
on  private  lands  within  the  project  area  under  APDs  approved  by  the  WOGCC. 

1.1.5  Major  Impact  Conclusions 

The  South  Baggs  Natural  Gas  Development  project  could  cause  direct  and  indirect,  short-term  and 
long-term,  as  well  as  cumulative  disturbance  of  the  human  and  natural  environments.  Potential 
environmental  impacts  that  could  result  from  implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 
A  and  B  are  detailed  in  Chapter  4  of  the  DEIS.  A  summary  of  proposed  mitigation  and  monitoring 
measures  to  avoid  or  reduce  impacts  as  committed  by  the  South  Baggs  operators  is  presented  in 
Chapter  2  of  the  DEIS.  Chapter  4  summarizes  the  environmental  impacts  for  each  resource 
discipline  and  mitigation  measures  identified  to  avoid  or  reduce  the  impacts.  These  impacts,  which 
were  identified  during  the  analysis  process,  are  summarized  below. 


2.0  RESOURCE  ELEMENTS  ANALYZED 
2.1  Geology/Minerals/Paleontology 

Implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives  A,  B  and  C  would  result  in  construction 
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excavation  associated  with  the  development  of  well  pads,  access  roads,  pipelines  and  other 
production  facilities  which  could  directly  result  in  the  exposure  and  damage  or  destruction  of 
scientifically  significant  fossil  resources.  The  potential  magnitude  of  impact  to  fossil  resources 
associated  with  the  action  alternatives  (the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives  A  and  B)  varies 
proportionally  with  the  total  number  of  wells  which  would  be  developed  under  each  alternative.  The 
magnitude  of  impact  for  Alternative  C  -  No  Action,  which  may  allow  additional  APDs  and  ROW  action 
on  a  case-by-case  basis,  is  unknown  at  present  and  would  depend  on  the  specific  action  taken  and 
the  specific  area  involved.  Potential  for  impacts  to  project  facilities  as  a  result  of  seismic  activity  is 
low,  as  is  the  potential  for  landslides  and  road  subsidence  that  would  temporarily  close  access 
roads.  No  significant  impacts  to  important  surface  resources  or  other  geologic  resources  would 
occur  under  the  Proposed  Action.  Mitigation  measures  discussed  in  Chapters  2  and  4  should  reduce 
potential  impacts  to  geologic/paleontologic  resources. 

Beneficial  impacts  under  the  action  alternatives  include  the  unanticipated  discovery  of  previously 
unknown  fossil  resources  within  the  project  area.  The  potential  beneficial  impact  to  fossil  resources 
is  not  precisely  known  because  field  survey  of  the  project  area  has  not  been  conducted. 

2.2  Air  Quality 

Although  the  final  predicted  air  quality  impacts  did  not  change  significantly,  the  DEIS  air  quality 
impact  assessment  was  revised  in  order  to  address  the  following  items:  1)  the  CD/WII  near-field 
particulate  matter  emission  assumptions  and  impact  analyses  was  revised  using  Rock  Springs, 
Wyoming,  meteorological  data;  2)  potential  well  blowdown  emissions  were  included  and  the 
hazardous  air  pollutant  (HAP)  and  ozone  impact  analyses  were  revised;  3)  potential  oxides  of 
nitrogen  (NOJ  emissions  for  the  CD/WII  wells  were  corrected;  4)  potential  NO  xand  sulfur  dioxide 
(SO2)  emissions  from  the  Lost  Cabin  Gas  Plant  were  corrected  for  seasonal  operation;  5)  potential 
particulate  matter  emissions  from  the  Seneca  Coal  facility  (Colorado  permit  no.  82R0258F)  were 
corrected;  6)  potential  particulate  matter,  NOx  and  S02  emissions  from  the  SF  Phosphates  facility 
(Wyoming  permit  no.  CT-550A4)  were  added  to  the  emissions  inventory;  7)  several  other  Colorado 
emission  sources  were  correctly  analyzed  as  potential  NOx  emissions,  rather  than  as  S02  emissions 
reported  in  the  DEIS;  8)  hourly  scaling  factors  were  applied  to  several  Wyoming  portable  emission 
sources;  and  9)  a  calculation  error  regarding  potential  formaldehyde  impacts  reported  in  the  DEIS 
was  corrected  in  the  FEIS.  Based  on  these  revisions,  potential  air  quality  impacts  were  re-analyzed 
and  reported  in  both  the  FEIS  and  a  Revised  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support 
Document  (USDI-BLM  1999b)  text. 

Gaseous  air  pollutant  emissions  discharged  from  the  wellhead  (e.g.;  venting  and  flaring)  and  from 
natural  gas  compressor  activities,  as  well  as  dust  and  exhaust  from  construction  and  maintenance 
activities,  have  been  identified  as  issues  of  concern. 

Concerns  were  also  identified  concerning  potential  air  quality  impacts  at  distant  PSD  Class  I  and  II 
wilderness  and  other  sensitive  areas  administered  by  the  USDA-Forest  Service,  the  USDI-National 
Park  Service,  and  the  Wind  River  Environmental  Commission.  The  primary  concerns  involved 
potential  visibility  and  atmospheric  deposition  (acid  rain)  impacts  within  downwind  sensitive  areas, 
particularly  from  natural  gas  compressor  operations. 
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Since  BLM  approved  activities  must  comply  with  all  applicable  local,  state,  tribal  and  Federal  air 
quality  laws,  statues,  regulations,  standards  and  implementation  plans,  significant  adverse  impacts 
to  air  quality  are  not  anticipated  to  occur  from  implementation  of  any  of  the  alternative  actions. 

Localized  short-term  increases  in  carbon  monoxide,  nitrogen  dioxide,  ozone,  particulate  matter,  and 
sulfur  dioxide  concentrations  would  occur,  but  maximum  concentrations  would  be  below  applicable 
ambient  air  quality  standards. 

Similarly,  hazardous  air  pollutant  concentrations  (to  drill  rig  operators)  and  the  related  incremental 
cancer  risks  at  residences  (assumed  to  be  located  either  500  meters  from  a  well  or  100  meters  from 
the  compressor  station)  would  be  below  significance  levels,  even  at  the  maximum  assumed 
emission  rates. 

Although  not  a  regulatory  PSD  increment  consumption  analysis,  potential  direct  project  impacts 
would  also  be  below  applicable  PSD  Class  I  and  II  increment  levels. 

No  significant  atmospheric  deposition  (acid  rain)  impacts  are  predicted  to  occur  in  sensitive  area 
lakes,  including  extremely  sensitive  lakes  in  the  mandatory  Federal  PSD  Class  I  Mount  Zirkel 
Wilderness  Area. 

Assuming  project  and  other  “reasonably  foreseeable”  natural  gas  compressors’  NOx  emission  rates 
of  2  g/hp-hr  (which  is  possible,  but  greater  than  levels  recently  permitted  by  WDEQ-AQD),  there  is 
a  potential  for  a  “just  noticeable  change”  cumulative  visibility  impact  (greater  than  a  1.0  deciview) 
on  a  single  day  at  the  mandatory  Federal  PSD  Class  I  Rawah  Wilderness  Area  (at  1.69  deciview). 
Direct  project  operations  (under  the  Proposed  Action  or  any  Alterative,  including  “No  Action”)  would 
not  exceed  this  threshold  alone. 

The  visibility  impact  analysis  assumed  a  1.0  deciview  “just  noticeable  change”  would  be  a 
“reasonably  foreseeable  significant  adverse”  impact,  although  there  are  no  state  or  Federal 
regulatory  visibility  standards.  Finally,  given  the  “reasonable,  but  conservative”  nature  of  the 
cumulative  air  quality  impact  analysis  (assuming  all  proposed  wells  would  go  into  full  production  for 
the  life  of  the  project,  all  compressors  operate  continuously  at  the  2  gm/hp-hr  NOx  emission  rate, 
etc.),  it  is  unlikely  that  a  “just  noticeable  change”  would  actually  occur  at  the  mandatory  Federal  PSD 
Class  I  Rawah  Wilderness  Area  even  on  a  single  day  due  to  the  cumulative  sources  combined. 

2.3  Soils 

The  majority  of  the  South  Baggs  analysis  area  is  classified  as  sensitive  soil  and  such  areas  cannot 
be  totally  avoided  during  construction  operations.  Impacts  to  soils  resulting  from  drill  pad,  access 
road,  facility  site,  and  pipeline  ROW  construction  would  include  removal  of  vegetation,  exposure  of 
the  soil,  mixing  of  soil  horizons,  soil  compaction,  loss  of  topsoil  productivity,  and  increased 
susceptibility  of  the  soil  to  wind  and  water  erosion.  These  impacts  could  increase  runoff,  erosion,  and 
off-site  sedimentation.  Analysis  presented  in  Chapter  4  of  the  DEIS  recommends  that  particular 
attention  be  given  to  avoiding  steep  slopes  greater  than  25  percent,  badlands,  sandy  soils,  and  soils 
with  high  water  tables  and/or  which  are  subject  to  inundation  and  thus,  minimize  the  chance  of  a 
significant  impact.  These  impacts  would  be  kept  to  non-significant  levels  with  application  of  the 
mitigation  measures  in  Chapter  2  and  the  control  measures  recommended  in  Appendix  B 
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(Reclamation  Recommendations). 

Implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  action  alternatives  (A  and  B)  would  initially  affect  293.9 
acres,  235.4  acres,  and  527.9  acres  of  soils,  respectively,  during  project  construction.  This  would 
represent  approximately  2.4  percent,  1.9  percent,  and  4.3  percent  of  the  total  South  Baggs  area  for 
the  Proposed  Action,  Alternative  A,  and  Alternative  B,  respectively.  Reclamation  efforts  during  well 
production  would  reduce  long-term  impacts  to  101.4  acres,  81.4  acres,  and  181.4  acres, 
respectively.  Residual  areas  of  impact  would  represent  approximately  0.8,  0.7,  and  1.5  percent  of 
the  project  area,  respectively.  When  combined  with  the  existing  unreclaimed  disturbance  of  110 
acres,  neither  temporary  or  long-term  disturbance  areas  would  exceed  the  10  percent  threshold 
criteria. 

2.4  Water  Resources 

Potential  impacts  that  could  occur  due  to  the  proposed  project  include  increased  surface  water  runoff 
and  off-site  sedimentation  due  to  soil  disturbance;  increased  salt  loading  and  water  quality 
impairment  of  surface  waters;  and  channel  morphology  changes  due  to  road  and  pipeline  crossings. 
The  magnitudes  of  impacts  to  water  resources  would  depend  on  the  proximity  of  the  disturbance  to 
the  drainage  channel,  slope  aspect  and  gradient,  degree  and  area  of  soil  disturbance,  soil  character, 
duration  of  time  within  which  construction  activities  would  occur,  and  the  timely  implementation  and 
success/failure  of  mitigation  measures.  Impacts  would  likely  be  greatest  shortly  after  the  start  of 
construction  activities  and  would  likely  decrease  in  time  due  to  natural  stabilization,  reclamation,  and 
revegetation  efforts.  Construction  activities  would  occur  over  a  relatively  short  period  (probably 
within  a  10-year  period);  therefore,  the  majority  of  the  disturbance  would  be  short-lived.  Petroleum 
products  and  other  chemicals  could  be  accidentally  spilled  resulting  in  surface  and  groundwater 
contamination.  Similarly,  reserve  and  evaporative  pits  could  leak  and  degrade  surface  and 
groundwater  if  liners  were  punctured  or  liners  were  not  installed.  Authorization  of  the  proposed 
project  would  require  full  compliance  with  RMP  management  directives  that  relate  to  surface  and 
groundwater  protection,  Executive  Order  11988  (flood  plains  protection),  and  the  Federal  Clean 
Water  Act  (CWA)  in  regard  to  protection  of  water  quality  and  compliance  with  Section  404.  Most 
adverse  impacts  to  water  resources  could  be  avoided  or  reduced  through  implementation  of  control 
measures  identified  in  Chapter  2,  mitigation  listed  in  Chapter  4,  Appendix  A,  and  Appendix  B. 

Under  the  Proposed  Action,  no  significant  impacts  on  surface  water  or  groundwater  quality  and 
quantity  would  occur.  The  magnitude  of  non-significant  adverse  impacts  as  compared  to  the 
Proposed  Action  would  decrease  under  Alternative  A  but  would  be  greater  under  Alternative  B.  The 
No  Action  alternative,  Alternative  C,  would  likely  have  a  similar  level  of  impact  as  described  for 
Alternative  A.  Implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  alternative  would  require  approximately  81.1 
ac-ft  of  water  during  the  construction,  completion,  and  production  phases,  while  Alternative  A  would 
require  64.5  ac-ft,  and  Alternative  B  would  require  148.5  ac-ft. 

2.5  Vegetation/Wetlands 

Implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  action  alternatives  (A  and  B)  would  initially  affect  293.9 
acres,  235.4  acres,  and  527.9  acres  of  various  vegetation  cover  types,  respectively,  during  project 
construction.  Reclamation  efforts  during  well  production  would  reduce  impacts  to  101.4  acres,  81.4 
acres,  and  181.4  acres,  respectively. 
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Impacts  to  vegetation  would  include  removal  of  cover  types  (potential  to  decrease  diversity  and 
density  of  desirable  species)  and  the  increased  potential  for  noxious  weed  invasion  and 
establishment.  Except  for  waters  of  the  U.S.  (including  wetlands  and  other  special  aquatic  sites) 
and/or  plant  species  of  concern  and  their  habitat,  a  reduction  in  vegetation  density  would  not  be 
significant  because  upland  vegetation  types  are  relatively  common,  cover  large  areas,  have  wide 
distribution,  and  occur  with  high  frequency  within  the  project  area  as  well  as  on  other  lands  within 
the  Washakie  basins. 

Project  implementation  could  potentially  impact  the  area  and  functions  of  wetlands,  special  aquatic 
sites,  and  other  waters  of  the  U.S.  Direct  impacts  could  occur  through  filling,  grading,  and 
excavation;  indirect  impacts  could  occur  through  hydrologic  modification,  sedimentation,  pollution, 
and  disturbance.  Due  to  the  larger  area  of  disturbance  associated  with  road/pipeline  ROW  facilities, 
Alternative  B  would  be  more  likely  to  affect  waters  of  the  U.S.  than  the  other  alternatives.  Measures 
imposed  by  the  RMP  (USDI-BLM  1990a)  and  404  permitting  process  would  prevent  or  avoid  impacts 
to  jurisdictional  wetlands  and  other  special  aquatic  sites.  Further,  compliance  with  Section  404(b)(1) 
guidelines  would  remove  the  potential  for  significant  impacts  under  all  alternatives. 

All  alternatives  have  potential  to  affect  plant  species  of  concern  or  habitat  for  such  species.  With 
implementation  of  Chapter  2  mitigation  measures  and  additional  mitigation  outlined  in  Chapter  4,  no 
significant  impacts  are  anticipated.  No  listed  plant  species  or  species  proposed  for  listing  under  the 
ESA  would  be  impacted  as  none  occur  in  the  project  area. 

The  duration  and  magnitude  of  impacts  to  vegetation  cover  types  would  depend  on  the  locations  of 
well  sites  and  access  roads,  the  success  of  mitigation  and  revegetation  efforts,  and  the  time  needed 
for  natural  succession  to  return  revegetated  areas  to  predisturbance  conditions. 

Reclamation  would  be  accomplished  according  to  a  site-specific  reclamation  and  revegetation  plan 
that  uses  best-management  practices.  Revegetation  would  involve  the  use  of  plant  materials  that 
meet  specific  reclamation  objectives  in  terms  of  soil  erosion  control;  soil  protection,  stabilization,  and 
fertilization;  aesthetics;  and  compatibility  with  native  vegetation  adjacent  to  the  disturbance  area. 

2.6  Range  Resources  and  Other  Land  Uses 

Construction  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  affect  293.9  acres  (162.5  acres  for  well  locations  and 
associated  facilities,  1.4  acres  for  ancillary  facilities,  50.0  acres  for  pipelines,  and  80.0  acres  for  road 
ROWs).  Stocking  rates  within  both  the  Poison  Buttes  and  Oppenheimer  Allotments  average  14  acres 
per  AUM.  Depending  on  the  actual  locations  of  the  drilling  and  ancillary  facilities  with  respect  to 
forage  productivity,  lost  forage  would  be  approximately  21  AUMs,  or  a  reduction  of  about  1.2  percent 
of  the  current  live  stock  forage  use  in  the  South  Baggs  project  area.  Once  reclamation  has  been 
satisfactorily  completed  on  all  disturbed  areas,  the  total  area  of  impact  would  be  reduced  to 
approximately  101.4  acres.  This  would  constitute  a  long-term  loss  of  approximately  7  AUMs,  or  a 
reduction  of  about  0.4  percent  of  the  current  livestock  forage  use  in  the  South  Baggs  project  area. 
In  addition,  as  existing,  older  production  wells  in  the  South  Baggs  project  area  are  abandoned  and 
reclaimed,  additional  land  would  become  available  for  forage  production.  Actual  amounts  of 
additional  forage  available  for  livestock  use  following  reclamation  would  be  contingent  on  the 
success/failure  of  revegetation  efforts. 
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The  area  removed  from  forage  production  under  Alternative  A  (development  of  40  additional  natural 
gas  wells)  is  estimated  to  be  235.4  acres,  with  a  resultant  loss  of  17  AUMs.  This  represents  a  loss 
in  stocking  levels  of  about  1.0  percent  throughout  the  South  Baggs  project  area.  Once  reclamation 
has  been  satisfactorily  completed  on  all  disturbed  areas,  the  total  area  of  impact  would  be  reduced 
to  approximately  81.4  acres.  This  would  constitute  a  long-term  loss  of  approximately  6  AUMs,  or  a 
reduction  of  about  0.3  percent  of  the  current  livestock  forage  use  in  the  South  Baggs  project  area. 
Overall,  this  level  of  reduction  should  not  affect  the  livestock  use  in  the  South  Baggs  project  area, 
unless  the  well  sites  are  located  on  areas  where  forage  production  is  greater  than  the  average  in  the 
project  area. 

Implementation  of  Alternative  B  (develop  an  additional  90  natural  gas  wells)  would  remove  about 
527.9  acres  from  forage  production  during  the  construction  phase  of  development  operations,  or 
about  38  AUMs.  This  represents  a  loss  in  stocking  levels  of  about  2.1  percent  throughout  the  South 
Baggs  project  area.  Once  reclamation  has  been  satisfactorily  completed  on  all  disturbed  areas,  the 
total  area  of  impact  would  be  reduced  to  approximately  181.4  acres.  This  would  constitute  a  long¬ 
term  loss  of  approximately  13  AUMs,  or  a  reduction  of  about  0.7  percent  of  the  current  livestock 
forage  use  in  the  South  Baggs  project  area.  Overall,  this  level  of  reduction  should  not  affect  the 
livestock  use  in  the  South  Baggs  project  area,  unless  the  well  sites  are  located  on  areas  where 
forage  production  is  greater  than  the  average  in  the  project  area. 

Alternative  C  would  result  in  on-going  site  disturbance  with  an  associated  loss  in  forage  production. 
The  amount  of  forage  production  lost  is  unquantifiable  since  the  anticipated  level  of  development 
is  not  known. 

The  increased  activity  associated  with  drilling  and  production  has  the  potential  for  disrupting  livestock 
operations,  particularly  during  the  construction  phase  of  development.  Opportunities  for 
vehicle-livestock  collisions  would  increase.  Also,  the  opportunity  for  livestock  theft  would  likely 
increase  as  roads  provide  additional  access  into  the  allotments.  However,  additional  roads  in  the 
South  Baggs  project  area  would  allow  livestock  operators  improved  access  into  the  area,  thus 
potentially  providing  them  with  greater  ease  of  livestock  management  operations  such  as  herding, 
etc.  The  potential  for  problems  would  decrease  once  the  wells  were  producing  and  the  traffic 
volume  reduced.  The  additional  roads  would  have  some  advantages  in  that  it  would  make  some 
areas  more  accessible  by  vehicle  for  the  livestock  operators.  Also,  drilling  may  potentially  result  in 
the  development  of  additional  water  wells  which  could  be  converted  to  livestock  use.  This  would 
improve  the  ability  of  livestock  to  make  efficient  use  of  rangeland  within  the  area,  especially  during 
dry  years. 

2.7  Wildlife 

The  implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action,  Alternative  A,  or  Alternative  B  would  result  in  direct 
losses  of  habitat  from  surface  disturbance  associated  with  the  construction  of  well  sites  and  related 
access  roads  and  pipelines.  In  addition,  some  wildlife  species  would  be  indirectly  impacted  by 
displacement  from  habitats  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  area  due  to  the  presence  of  human  activities 
associated  with  the  construction  and  operation  of  wells.  The  potential  for  collisions  between  wildlife 
and  motor  vehicles  would  also  increase  due  to  the  construction  of  new  roads  and  increased  traffic 
levels  on  existing  roads.  The  severity  of  these  impacts  would  be  expected  to  decrease  with  the 
completion  of  the  construction  phase  and  with  the  onset  of  reclamation  efforts  on  many  of  the 
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disturbed  areas. 

The  nature  of  impacts  to  wildlife  is  identical  between  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives  A  and 
B.  The  magnitude  of  potential  impacts  would  be  greatest  under  Alternative  B,  however,  because 
of  the  greater  number  of  well  sites  and  miles  of  associated  access  roads  and  pipelines. 
Implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  disturb  approximately  239.4  acres  of  wildlife  habitat 
over  the  10-year  planning  period.  The  reclamation  of  well,  road,  and  pipeline  construction  activity 
would  reduce  the  area  disturbed  by  the  Proposed  Action  to  101.4  acres.  The  implementation  of 
Alternative  A  would  disturb  approximately  235.4  acres  of  wildlife  habitat  over  the  10-year  planning 
period.  Reclamation  of  disturbed  habitats  would  be  the  same  as  described  for  the  Proposed  Action 
resulting  in  post-reclamation  disturbance  of  81.4  acres  under  Alternative  A.  Implementation  of 
Alternative  B  would  disturb  approximately  527.9  acres  of  wildlife  habitat  over  the  10-year  planning 
period.  Reclamation  of  disturbed  habitats  would  be  the  same  as  described  for  the  Proposed  Action 
resulting  in  post-reclamation  disturbance  of  181.4  acres  under  Alternative  B. 

2.8  Special  Status  Wildlife  Species 

The  probability  for  impacts  to  special  status  wildlife  species  and  the  intensity  of  such  impacts  are 
consistently  greater  under  Alternative  B  than  the  Proposed  Action  or  Alternative  A.  However,  the 
application  of  prescribed  avoidance  and  mitigation  measures  (Section  2. 1.4. 2. 9  and  2.1.4.2.10)  as 
well  as  additional  measures  described  in  Section  4.8.5  of  the  DEIS  would  reduce  the  impact  potential 
and  allow  for  any  of  the  action  alternatives  to  be  performed  without  significant  impacts  to  wildlife. 

2.9  Recreation 

Well  drilling,  testing  and  production  operations,  and  associated  site  preparation  and  construction 
activities  have  the  potential  to  cause  alterations  to  the  recreation  setting  and  recreation  opportunities 
available  to  persons  using  the  area.  Some  recreationists  could  be  temporarily  or  permanently 
displaced  from  using  certain  locations  associated  with  drilling  and  production  activities. 
Displacement  of  recreationists  could  also  result  from  changes  in  the  numbers  or  distribution  patterns 
of  wildlife  that  attract  hunters  and  wildlife  observers  to  the  area.  The  presence  of  construction  and 
drilling  equipment  and  associated  increased  evidence  of  human  industrial  activities  in  the  area  could 
reduce  opportunities  for  recreationists  seeking  to  experience  solitude  and  isolation  from  human 
activity.  Such  changes  could  also  result  in  displacement  or  redistribution  of  recreationists  who  would 
choose  to  avoid  such  conditions,  as  well  as  reduced  satisfaction  among  others  who  might  continue 
to  engage  in  recreation  activities  in  the  area. 

Alternative  B  would  have  significant  short-term  and  long-term  adverse  impacts  on  the  recreational 
resources  of  the  project  area.  Impact  Significance  Criteria  described  in  Chapter  4  ,  Section  4.9.2 
of  the  DEIS,  would  be  exceeded. 

2.10  Visual  Resources 

The  areas  of  higher  Scenic  Quality  within  the  project  area  would  be  compromised  by  the  Proposed 
Action  and  alternatives.  Both  short-term  and  long-term  impacts  to  the  visual  resource  would  occur 
where  patterns  of  area,  line,  form,  color,  and  texture  in  the  characteristic  landscape  would  be 
contrasted  by  drilling  equipment,  production  facilities,  and/or  construction  related  damage  to 
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vegetation,  topography  or  other  visible  features.  The  severity  of  impact  depends  upon  scenic  quality, 
sensitivity  level,  and  distance  zone  of  the  affected  environment,  reclamation  potential  of  the 
landscape  disturbed,  and  the  level  of  disturbance  to  the  visual  resource  created  by  the  Proposed 
Action. 

Adverse  impacts  from  well  construction  would  occur  within  the  short  term  due  to  contrast  in  line, 
form,  color  and  textures  associated  with  equipment,  surface  disturbance,  and  fugitive  dust 
juxtaposed  with  the  existing  landscape.  Long-term  impacts  would  result  from  production  facilities, 
access  roads,  pipelines,  and  fugitive  dust. 

The  project  area  has  a  Class  3  Visual  Resource  Management  (VIM)  classification.  Successful 
implementation  of  recommended  mitigation  measures  would  reduce  contrasts  to  levels  permitted 
in  Class  3  for  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternative  A.  Short-term  and  long-term  impacts  associated 
with  Alternative  B  would  be  considerably  higher  than  the  Proposed  Action  or  Alternative  A.  The 
addition  of  90  wells  (approximately  4.5  wells  per  section)  would  greatly  limit  options  for  selecting 
sites  that  would  be  screened  from  view  The  level  of  contrast  produced  by  Alternative  B  would 
exceed  Class  3  standards.  Mitigation  could  reduce  the  level  of  contrast  but  not  to  Class  3  standards. 
The  impact  of  Alternative  B  would  be  considered  significant.  Impacts  to  visual  resources  under 
Alternative  C  would  not  exceed  the  level  of  contrast  allowed  in  a  Class  3  zone. 

2.11  Cultural  Resources 

Potential  impacts  to  specific  eligible  or  unevaluated  properties  are  unknown  at  this  time.  Given  the 
South  Baggs  proposal  is  in  an  area  of  high  to  moderate  site  density,  development  would  likely 
encounter  significant  cultural  resources. 

In  general,  the  project  area  has  a  moderate  to  high  site  density,  and  therefore,  high  archaeological 
sensitivity.  Certain  geomorphic  situations  have  a  greater  archaeological  potential  than  other  areas 
especially  in  terms  of  significant  cultural  resources.  These  situations  include  eolian  deposits  (sand 
dunes,  sand  shadows  and  sand  sheets)  and  alluvial  deposits  along  major  drainages. 

Although  the  project  area  has  a  high  degree  of  archaeological  sensitivity,  impacts  to  known  cultural 
properties  would  not  be  significant  with  implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  or  alternatives. 
Potential  impacts  to  known  and  anticipated  cultural  resources  would  be  alleviated  through 
appropriate  mitigation  measures. 

2.12  Socioeconomics 

Given  the  relatively  few  wells  to  be  drilled  annually  under  the  Proposed  Action,  and  the  fact  that 
anticipated  drilling  levels  are  similar  to  recent  drilling  levels  in  the  area,  no  negative  socioeconomic 
impacts  are  anticipated.  Conversely,  the  Proposed  Action  would  provide  continued  employment  for 
some  local  residents  in  the  oil  and  gas  drilling  and  field  services  industry.  Anticipated  tax  revenues 
associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  would  also  be  substantial.  Thus,  potential  socioeconomic 
impacts  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  are  anticipated  to  be  largely  positive;  negative  impacts 
would  not  be  significant  according  to  thresholds  used  for  this  analysis. 
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2.13  Transportation 

Transportation  effects  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  would  occur  primarily  on  US  Interstate 
80  (1-80),  Wyoming  Highway  789  (WYO  789),  and  Carbon  County  Road  700  (Poison  Buttes  Road). 
These  public  roads  provide  access  to  the  project  area  from  nearby  communities.  Secondary 
transportation  effects  would  occur  on  operator-maintained  roads  within  the  analysis  area. 

The  increases  in  traffic  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives  A  and  B  would  create 
direct  impacts  when  compared  to  the  No  Action  Alternative.  These  impacts  would  occur  steadily 
over  the  ten-year  drilling  program.  Due  to  the  condition  and  the  excess  capacity  of  the  impacted 
highways,  these  impacts  are  not  considered  significant. 

2.14  Health  and  Safety 

Potential  risks  associated  with  the  proposed  action  include  the  normal  risks  associated  with  traffic, 
construction  activities,  and  drilling  and  production  operations.  In  most  instances,  exposure  to  these 
hazards  would  be  limited  to  the  project-related  workforce.  Implementation  of  environmental 
protection  and  mitigation  measures  described  in  Chapters  2  and  4  would  minimize  the  risk  of 
exposure  to  these  hazards.  H2S  is  not  present  within  the  South  Baggs  analysis  area,  and  therefore, 
is  not  a  safety  concern  for  this  area. 

The  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  would  not  result  in  any  substantial,  increased  risks  to  public 
health  and  safety;  nor  would  it  introduce  any  unusual  occupational  hazards  or  threats  to  the  health 
and  safety  of  oil  and  gas  field  workers. 

2.15  Noise 

A  temporary  increase  in  ambient  noise  levels  in  the  vicinity  of  drilling  and  construction  activities 
would  be  unavoidable.  Workers  on  drilling  rigs  and  heavy  equipment  would  be  exposed  to  the 
highest  noise  levels  which  would  require  hearing  protection  under  Federal  regulations.  Noise  from 
drilling  activities  generally  would  recede  below  the  EPA  standard  of  55  dBA  in  0.1  mile  or  less. 

Construction-related  impacts  would  be  short-term,  lasting  as  long  as  construction  activities  were 
ongoing  at  well  sites,  access  roads,  pipelines,  and  other  ancillary  facilities  such  as  compressor  sites. 
Noise  would  be  created  over  a  longer  term  at  the  individual  well  sites  as  a  resulting  of  drilling 
activities. 

Given  the  low  human  population  densities  in  the  South  Baggs  analysis  area,  construction  and 
development  operations  under  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives  A  and  B  would  be  sufficiently 
distant  from  residences  that  none  would  likely  be  affected  by  construction  or  development 
operations.  Overall  noise  produced  by  construction  and  support  services  equipment  during  peak 
activity  periods  would  be  moderate  because  of  its  dispersed  and  short-term  nature. 

Mitigation  measures  requiring  the  use  of  mufflers  and  other  sound  control  measures  at  central 
compression  facilities  also  would  help  to  minimize  the  extent  of  this  impact.  No  noise  standards 
have  been  specified  in  affected  leases  and  the  project  would  be  in  compliance  with  RMP  provisions 
related  to  noise. 


Page  1-12 


South  Baggs  Natural  Gas  Development  Project  Final  EIS  -  April  2000 


EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


3.0  SCOPE  OF  ANALYSIS 

The  purpose  of  the  scoping  process,  as  stipulated  (40  CFR,  Parts  1500-1508),  is  to  identify 
important  issues,  concerns,  and  potential  impacts  that  require  analysis  in  the  EIS  and  to  eliminate 
insignificant  issues  and  alternatives  from  detailed  analysis.  Public  participation,  consultation,  and 
coordination  have  occurred  throughout  the  planning  process  for  this  EIS  through  Federal  Register 
notices,  press  releases,  scoping  meetings,  individual  contacts,  and  informal  consultation.  Contact 
dates  and  actions  taken  by  BLM  are  summarized  in  Chapter  6  -  Consultation  and  Coordination.  All 
information  received  during  the  scoping  process  is  available  for  review  at  the  Rawlins  District  Office. 

Also,  during  preparation  of  the  DEIS,  the  BLM  and  consultant  Interdisciplinary  Team  (IDT)  have 
communicated  with,  and  received  input  from  various  federal,  state,  county,  and  local  agencies, 
elected  representatives,  environmental  and  citizen  groups,  industries,  and  individuals  potentially 
concerned  with  issues  regarding  the  proposed  drilling  action. 


4.0  SUMMARY  OF  CUMULATIVE  EFFECTS 

Chapter  2,  Section  2.6  of  the  DEIS  provides  a  comparison  of  environmental  impacts  and  a  summary 
of  the  cumulative  effects  of  the  field  development  alternatives.  In  addition,  a  summary  of  impacts 
for  each  project  alternative,  including  the  No  Action  Alternative,  and  a  comparison  of  the  alternatives 
in  terms  of  cumulative  impacts  has  been  provided  as  Table  2-4  of  the  DEIS. 

Assuming  the  implementation  of  environmental  protection  and  mitigation  measures  discussed  in 
Chapters  2  and  4  of  the  DEIS,  no  cumulative  impacts  in  excess  of  threshold  criteria  would  occur 
except  in  the  case  of  recreation  and  air  quality  resources. 

Cumulative  recreation  impacts  were  found  to  be  significant  for  Alternative  B  because  the  project,  in 
combination  with  past  and  reasonably  foreseeable  activities,  would  result  in  the  complete 
displacement  of  non-motorized  recreation  activities  from  the  project  area.  The  average  well  density 
proposed  under  Alternative  B  would  be  4.7  wells  per  section.  Well  sites  and  facilities  at  this  level 
of  density  would  dominate  the  landscape.  The  impacts  would  be  significant  with  no  practical 
mitigation  measures  that  would  lower  the  impact  below  the  level  of  significant. 

The  Proposed  Action  and  project  Alternative  A  would  not  result  in  significant  cumulative  impacts  to 
local  or  regionally  significant  recreation  and  tourism  resources  or  destinations.  The  Proposed  Action 
and  project  alternatives  would  be  in  compliance  with  recreation  management  provisions  of  the  RMP. 

Potential  cumulative  recreation  impacts  associated  with  implementation  of  the  No  Action  Alternative 
would  be  unknown  until  alternative  activities  and  locations  were  proposed. 

The  air  quality  visibility  impact  analysis  assumed  a  1.0  deciview  “just  noticeable  change”  would  be 
a  "reasonably  foreseeable  significant  adverse”  impact,  although  there  are  no  state  or  Federal 
regulatory  visibility  standards.  Assuming  project  and  other  “reasonably  foreseeable”  natural  gas 
compressors’  NOx  emission  rates  of  2  g/hp-hr  (which  is  possible,  but  greater  than  levels  recently 
permitted  by  WDEQ-AQD),  there  is  a  potential  for  a  “just  noticeable  change”  cumulative  visibility 
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impact  (greater  than  a  1.0  deciview)on  a  single  day  at  the  mandatory  Federal  PSD  Class  I  Rawah 
Wilderness  Area  (at  1 .69  deciview).  Direct  project  operations  (under  the  Proposed  Action  or  any 
Alterative,  including  “No  Action”)  would  not  exceed  this  threshold  alone. 

Given  the  “reasonable,  but  conservative”  nature  of  the  cumulative  air  quality  impact  analysis 
(assuming  all  proposed  wells  would  go  into  full  production  for  the  life  of  the  project,  all  compressors 
operate  continuously  at  the  2  g/hp-hr  NOx  emission  rate,  etc.),  it  is  unlikely  that  a  “just  noticeable 
change”  would  actually  occur  at  the  mandatory  Federal  PSD  Class  I  Rawah  Wilderness  Area  even 
on  a  single  day  due  to  the  cumulative  sources  combined.  (See  Chapter  4,  section  4.3  for  the  air 
quality  impact  analysis). 

As  described  in  Chapters  2  and  4  for  the  Proposed  Action  and  project  alternatives,  implementation 
of  reclamation,  sediment  and  erosion  control  measures  would  be  instrumental  in  minimizing 
cumulative  impacts  to  soils,  vegetation,  water  quality,  range  and  forage  for  wildlife  species. 

While  impacts  associated  with  water  quality,  geologic  hazards,  minerals  and  paleontological 
resources  would  not  be  significant  if  mitigation  and  environmental  protection  measures  incorporated 
into  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives  A  and  B  were  adopted,  potentially  significant  impacts 
could  occur  under  the  No  Action  Alternative  if  such  protective  measures  were  not  adopted.  The 
Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives  A  and  B  generally  would  produce  positive,  cumulative 
socioeconomic  impacts  but  would  vary  in  the  magnitude  of  impact.  The  No  Action  Alternative  is 
likely  to  have  less  cumulative  impact  but  the  actual  extent  of  that  cumulative  impact  cannot  be 
determined  given  the  uncertain  level  of  future  activity  under  this  alternative. 

Overall,  the  Proposed  Action  and  project  alternatives  (including  the  No  Action  Alternative)  would 
increase  long-term,  cumulative  impacts  to  the  surface  of  the  project  area.  Cumulative  effects  are 
both  additive  and  interactive.  Chapter  4  of  the  DEIS  discusses  these  effects  undereach  resource 
discipline  section. 

Existing  disturbance  within  the  South  Baggs  project  area  was  determined  to  be  2.2  percent  of  the 
12,352-acre  project  area  or  275  acres  comprised  of  85  acres  of  roads  (68  acres  of  improved  gravel, 
13  acres  of  unimproved  dirt,  and  4  acres  of  trails),  45  acres  of  pipelines,  62  acres  of  well  sites,  three 
acres  of  ancillary  facilities  (compressor  site  and  meter  station),  and  approximately  80  acres  of 
uranium  mining  activity.  Approximately  165  acres  of  the  275  acres  are  in  various  stages  of 
revegetation,  and  the  balance,  110  acres,  are  unvegetated.  During  the  construction  phase,  the 
Proposed  Action  would  add  293.9  acres  of  impact  for  a  cumulative  area  of  403.9  acres  or  3.3 
percent  of  the  project  area.  Alternative  A  would  increase  existing  disturbance  by  235.4  acres  to 
345.4  acres  or  2.8  percent  of  the  project  area.  Alternative  B  would  produce  527.9  acres  of  new 
impact  for  a  total  of  637.9  acres,  5.2  percent  of  the  project  area.  Under  Alternative  C,  additional 
surface  disturbance  beyond  the  existing  110  acres  would  occur  on  a  case-by-case  basis.  It  is 
anticipated  that  such  impact  would  be  similar  to  Alternative  A. 

Impacts  within  the  South  Baggs  project  area  would  be  reduced  upon  reclamation  of  pipeline  ROWs 
and  unused  portions  of  the  drill  pads  and  roadway  disturbances  during  the  production  phase  for  each 
alternative.  Under  the  Proposed  Action,  reclamation  would  reduce  impacts  to  101.4  acres.  This 
includes  70.0  acres  for  well  pads  (1.4  acre  per  pad)  and  30.0  acres  for  roads  (approximately  16.0 
feet  wide,  or  0.6  acres  per  well),  and  0.0  acres  for  pipelines.  The  compressor  site  and  meter  station 
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would  not  be  reclaimed  since  the  full  size  of  the  site  would  be  needed  during  production.  The 
cumulative  impact  for  the  Proposed  Action  would  be  21 1 .4  acres  or  1 .7  percent  of  the  South  Baggs 
project  area.  Alternative  A  impacts  would  decrease  to  81.4  acres,  with  cumulative  impacts  affecting 

191.4  acres  or  1.5  percent  of  the  South  Baggs  project  area.  Alternative  B  impacts  would  drop  to 

181.4  acres  with  cumulative  impacts  affecting  291.4  acres  or  2.4  percent  of  the  South  Baggs  project 
area. 

The  geographic  area  outside  of  the  South  Baggs  project  area  considered  in  the  cumulative  impacts 
analysis  (CIA)  was  defined  following  USDI-BLM  (1994d)  direction  based  on  the  USGS  delineated 
watershed  boundaries  that  the  South  Baggs  project  area  covered  or  touched,  an  area  approximately 
44,544  acres  in  size.  This  area  is  shown  in  Chapter  4,  Figure  4-1  of  the  DEIS.  Existing  disturbance 
in  the  CIA  area  was  estimated  from  USGS  topographic  maps  that  were  current  for  1985  as  well  as 
relatively  current  BLM  aerial  photographs.  Approximately  530  acres  of  disturbance  was  estimated 
for  the  CIA  area  not  including  the  South  Baggs  project  area  (275  acres).  In  addition,  a  large  portion 
of  the  CIA  area,  17,870  acres,  falls  within  the  Creston/Blue  Gap  natural  gas  project  area  that  is  in 
various  stages  of  development.  Assuming  two  gas  wells  per  section  and  the  same  length  of  roads 
and  pipelines  per  well  as  assumed  for  this  project,  the  Creston/Blue  Gap  project  would  likely  add  an 
additional  56  wells  of  disturbance  or  300  acres  of  disturbance  in  the  CIA  area.  Therefore,  combined 
there  would  be  approximately  1,105  acres  of  disturbance  in  the  total  CIA  area,  or  2.5  percent  of  the 
total  CIA  area.  Impacts  due  to  the  Proposed  Action  would  be  approximately  294  acres.  This 
combined  with  the  other  disturbance  in  the  CIA  and  South  Baggs  areas  would  be  approximately 
1 ,399  acres  or  3.1  percent  of  the  combined  area  of  44,544  acres.  However,  a  portion  of  this  total 
disturbance  (South  Baggs  and  Creston/Blue  Gap  developments)  would  be  reclaimed  and  only  110 
acres  of  the  275  acres  of  existing  disturbance  in  the  project  area  is  not  revegetated  and  therefore 
long-term  cumulative  impacts  would  be  approximately  529  acres  or  1.2  percent  of  the  CIA  area. 
Total  potential  disturbance  due  to  Alternatives  A  and  B  would  be  approximately  3.0  percent  and  3.7 
percent  of  the  CIA  area,  respectively.  Taking  reclamation  into  consideration,  total  potential  of 
temporary  disturbance  due  to  Alternatives  A  and  B  would  be  approximately  1.1  percent  and  1.4 
percent  of  the  CIA  area,  respectively. 


5.0  AGENCY-PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE 

The  Proposed  Action  is  the  BLM's  Preferred  Alternative  for  the  South  Baggs  project  area.  The 
selection  of  the  Proposed  Action  incorporates  compliance  with  the  Great  Divide  Resource  Area 
Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  and  implementation  of  various  mitigation  measures.  Such 
measures  include  the  following:  (1)  proponent-committed  project-wide  measures  for  preconstruction 
planning  and  design  and  specific  resources,  (2)  BLM  Standard  Mitigation  Guidelines  (Appendix  A, 
(3)  Reclamation  Guidelines  (Appendix  B),  (4)  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  (Appendix  C), 
and  (5)  additional  mitigation  measures  recommended  in  Chapters  4  and  5  (Mitigation  Summary  of 
each  resource  element).  The  BLM  has  concluded  that  these  detail  a  complete  listing  of  practicable 
measures  to  reduce  environmental  harm  resulting  from  the  development  and  management  in  the 
South  Baggs  project  area.  The  BLM  also  feels  that  the  analyses  demonstrate  that  the  Proposed 
Action  would  meet  the  requirements  of  Federal  Regulation  43  CFR  3162(a),  which  directs  the 
Operators  to  conduct  "....all  operations  in  a  manner  which  ensures  the  proper  handling, 
measurement,  disposition,  and  site  security  of  leasehold  production;  which  protects  other  natural 
resources  and  environmental  quality;  which  protects  life  and  property;  and  which  results  in  maximum 
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ultimate  economic  recovery  of  oil  and  gas  with  minimum  waste  and  with  minimum  adverse  effect  on 
ultimate  recovery  of  other  mineral  resources." 

Selection  of  the  Proposed  Action  as  the  Agency-Preferred  Alternative  does  not  imply  that  this  will 
be  the  BLM's  final  decision.  Additional  information  acquired  during  the  FEIS  public  comment  period, 
and  public  and  BLM  internal  review  comments,  may  result  in  the  selection  of  an  Agency  Preferred 
Alternative  in  the  Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  that  combines  components  of  the  Proposed  Action  and 
Alternatives  A  and  B  to  provide  the  best  mix  of  operational  requirements  and  mitigation  measures 
needed  to  reduce  environmental  harm. 
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SECTION  2:  ADDENDUM  AND  ERRATA 


2.1  INTRODUCTION 

The  following  sections  have  been  prepared  in  response  to  public  and  agency  review  comments 
on  the  DEIS.  The  Addendum  Section  is  to  provide  changes  in  the  analysis  described  in  the 
DEIS.  Since  there  were  no  changes  to  the  analysis  provided  in  the  DEIS,  there  will  not  be  an 
Addendum  Section.  The  Errata  Section,  Section  2.2  describes  changes  to  the  DEIS  in  response 
to  public  comments. 

2.2  ERRATA 


CHAPTER  1:  PURPOSE  AND  NEED 


1.2  Project  Background 

Page  1-3,  paragraph  2,  last  sentence.  Replace  “Mesa  Verde  Formations”  with  “Mesaverde 
Formations”. 

Page  1-4,  paragraph  7,  first  sentence.  Replace  “Mesa  Verde  Formations”  with  “Mesaverde 
Formations”. 


CHAPTER  2:  PROPOSED  ACTION  AND  ALTERNATIVES 
2.1. 3.1  Completion  and  Testing  Operations 

Page  2-19,  paragraph  2,  first  sentence.  Replace  “Mesa  Verde  Group”  with  “Mesaverde  Group”. 

2.6.2  Summary  of  Cumulative  Effects 

Page  2-42,  Table  2-4,  column  3,  paragraph  1,  line  3.  Replace  “(at  1.68  deciview)”  with  "(at  1.69 
deciview)” 

Page  2-42,  Table  2-4,  column  3,  paragraph  2,  line  3.  Replace  “(at  1.68  deciview)  and  one  day 
above  Savage  Run  PSD  Class  II  Wilderness  Area  background  levels  (at  0.67  deciview);”  with  “(at 
1.69  deciview)  and  one  day  above  Federal  PSD  Class  ll/Wyoming  PSD  Class  I  Savage  Run 
Wilderness  Area  background  levels  (at  0.69  deciview);” 


CHAPTER  3:  AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT 


3.2.2  Air  Quality 

Page  3-11,  paragraph  2,  line  2.  Replace  “Although  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
(EPA)  recently  revised  both  the  ozone  and  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  effective 
diameter  (PM-2.5)  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards,  these  revised  limits  will  not  be  ...”  with 
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“Although  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  recently  revised  the  particulate 
matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  effective  diameter  (PM-2.5)  National  Ambient  Air  Quality 
Standards,  the  revised  limits  will  not  be  ...” 

Page  3-11,  paragraph  3,  line  8.  Replace  “including  the  Popo  Agie  and  Savage  Run  wilderness 
areas,”  with  “including  the  Popo  Agie  Wilderness  Area,” 

Page  3-11,  paragraph  3,  line  10.  After  the  phrase  “stringent  incremental  air  quality  limits  apply.” 
insert  the  following  sentence  that  reads:  “The  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  is  a  Federal  PSD 
Class  II  and  State  of  Wyoming  PSD  Class  I  area.” 

Page  3-12,  paragraph  2.  After  the  second  paragraph  insert  a  new  paragraph  that  reads:  “There 
are  no  applicable  hazardous  air  pollutant,  visibility  impairment,  or  atmospheric  deposition  (acid 
rain)  standards;  the  visibility  impairment  regulations  for  both  “reasonably  attributable”  and 
"regional  haze”  impacts  apply  only  within  mandatory  Federal  PSD  Class  I  areas.” 

Page  3-13,  Table  3-6,  line  6.  Replace  the  entire  “ozone”  item  with: 

“Ozone 

8-hour  117  c/  160  n/a  n/a” 

Page  3-13,  Table  3-6,  footnote  b/.  Replace  “b/  To  supplement  monitored  N02  data,  a  separate 
N02  modeling  analysis  was  performed,  including  many  oxides  of  nitrogen  (Nox)  emission 
sources  (BLM  1996).”  with  “b /  To  supplement  monitored  N02  data,  a  separate  N02  modeling 
analysis  was  performed,  including  many  oxides  of  nitrogen  (NOx)  emission  sources  (USDI-BLM 
1996).” 

3. 3. 2.1  General  Soil  Characteristics 

Page  3-14,  paragraph  4,  line  6.  Delete  second  reference  to  “Ustic  Torriorthents”. 

Page  3-17,  paragraph  3.  Delete  the  third  sentence:  “Grah  (1996)  describes  the  results  of  the 
sample  project  in  greater  detail”. 

3. 3. 2. 2  Site-Specific  Soil  Characterization 

Page  3-17,  paragraph  4.  Delete  the  seventh  sentence:  “  Detailed  characterization  of  the  soils 
based  on  the  field  sampling  is  presented  in  the  Soils  Technical  Report  (Grah  1996)”. 

3.5.1  General  Vegetation 

Page  3-34,  paragraph  1,  line  5.  After  ...’’riverine  and  open  water,  and  riparian  scrub/forest”, 
delete  “...as  described  in  detail  in  the  Soils,  Water  Resources,  and  Vegetation  Technical  Report 
(Grah  1996)”. 
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3.7.4  Big  Game 

Page  3-46,  paragraph  3,  third  sentence.  Change  the  sentence  to  read  “The  boundary  for  this 
herd  unit  corresponds  with  the  Bitter  Creek  road  on  the  west,  Interstate  80  on  the  north,  and  the 
Wyoming/Colorado  border  on  the  south”. 


CHAPTER  4:  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 


4.2.1  Introduction 

Page  4-5,  line  1.  Insert  the  following: 

“Potential  direct  and  cumulative  impacts  to  climate  and  air  quality  were  analyzed  as  reported 
below.  No  significant,  adverse  impacts  are  anticipated  from  implementation  of  the  Proposed 
Action  or  Alternatives.” 


4.2. 1.2  Air  Quality 

Page  4-6,  paragraph  4,  line  3.  Replace  “An  extensive  air  quality  impact  assessment  document 
was  prepared  to  analyze  potential  impacts  from  the  South  Baggs  project  and  other  “reasonably 
foreseeable”  emission  sources,  and  is  available  for  review  (TRC  1999).”  with  “An  extensive 
revised  air  quality  impact  assessment  document  was  prepared  to  analyze  potential  impacts  from 
the  South  Baggs  project  and  other  “reasonably  foreseeable”  emission  sources,  and  is  available 
for  review  (USDI-BLM  1999b).” 

4.2.3.3  Alternative  B 


Page  4-7,  paragraph  2,  line  4. 


Replace  “(TRC  1999).”  with  “(USDI-BLM  1999b).” 


Page  4-7,  paragraph  4,  line  2.  Replace  “natural  gas  would  be  burned  (flared)”  with  “natural  gas 
would  typically  be  burned  (flared)”. 


Page  4-8,  paragraph  2,  line  3.  Replace  “the  second-maximum  measured”  with  “the  maximum 
measured” 

Page  4-8,  paragraph  4,  line  4.  Replace  “(VOC)  emissions  to  less  than  38  tons  per  year”  with 
“(VOC)  emissions  to  less  than  41  tons  per  year” 


Page  4-9,  paragraph  3,  line  1.  Replace  “At  the  predicted  ratio  (5.2:1),  the  nomograph”  with  “At 
the  predicted  ratio  (5.7:1),  the  nomograph” 

Page  4-9,  paragraph  3,  line  4.  Replace  “Air  Quality  Standard  of  235  /^g/m3.”  with  “Air  Quality 
Standard  of  160  /^g/m3  (8-hour).” 


Page  4-9,  paragraph  3,  line  6.  After  the  phrase  “rural  Wyoming”  insert  the  following:  “,  and  it  is 
unlikely  the  maximum  1-hour  predicted  ozone  impact  would  occur  for  a  consecutive  8-hour 
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period” 

Page  4-9,  paragraph  4,  line  7.  Replace  "from  individual  wells  and  100  m  from  the  compressor 
station  boundary.”  with  “from  individual  wells  and  along  the  compressor  station  boundary.” 

Page  4-9,  paragraph  6,  line  2.  Replace  “to  estimate  the  individual  cancer  risk  at  the  nearest 
residence  (500  m  from  a  well  site  and  100  m  from  the  compressor  station).”  with  “to  estimate  the 
incremental  cancer  risk  at  the  nearest  residence  (500  m  from  a  well  site  and  along  the 
compressor  station  boundary).” 

Page  4-9,  paragraph  7,  line  4.  Replace  “the  individual  cancer  risks  for  benzene  (0.6  x  1 0  6), 
formaldehyde  (0.8  x  1 0'6),”  with  “the  individual  cancer  risks  for  benzene  (0.7  x  1 0 6), 
formaldehyde  (0.7  x  10'6),” 

Page  4-9,  paragraph  7,  line  6.  Replace  “Therefore,  the  long-term  cancer  risk”  with  “Therefore, 
the  long-term  incremental  cancer  risk” 

Page  4-10,  Table  4-1.  Replace  the  table  contents  with: 


benzene 

128.3 

30  FL07 

-714  NV01 

toluene 

118.6 

1 ,870  |N03 

-  8,930  myoi 

ethyl  benzene 

6.8 

4,340  ND01 

-  43,500  vjqi 

xylene 

161.8 

2,170  jN01 

-  10,000  NVOi 

n-hexane 

630.7 

1 ,800  FL07 

-  36,000  CTOi 

formaldehyde 

2.6 

4-3  FLo7 

■71  NV01 

Page  4-11,  paragraph  4,  line  2.  Replace  “examine  potential  project-wide  air  quality  impacts.” 
with  “examine  potential  air  pollutant  emission  source  air  quality  impacts.” 

4.2.4  Impacts  Summary 

Page  4-11,  paragraph  1,  line  3.  Replace  “(TRC  1999).”  with  “(USDI-BLM  1999b).” 

Page  4-11,  paragraph  1,  line  8.  Replace  “to  be  located  at  least  300  m  from  a  well  or  100  m  from 

the  compressor  station)”  with  “to  be  located  at  least  500  m  from  a  well  or  along  the  compressor 
station  boundary).” 

4.2.5  Cumulative  Impacts 

Page  4-11,  paragraph  1 ,  line  1 .  Replace  “a  separate  air  quality  cumulative  impact  assessment 

(TRC  1999)  was  conducted”  with  “a  separate  revised  air  quality  cumulative  impact  assessment 

(USDI-BLM  1999b)  was  conducted” 

Page  4-11,  paragraph  1,  line  4.  Replace  “deposition  (and  their  related  impacts)  at  downwind 
PSD  Class  I  wilderness  area  sensitive  lakes;  and  3)  predict  potential  impacts  to  regional  visibility 
in  downwind  PSD  Class  I  wilderness  areas.”  with  “deposition  (and  their  related  impacts)  in 
sensitive  lakes;  and  3)  predict  potential  impacts  to  regional  visibility.” 


Page  2-4 


South  Baggs  Area  Natural  Gas  Field  Development  Final  EIS  -  April  2000 


ADDENDUM  AND  ERRATA 


Page  4-12,  paragraph  6,  line  1.  Replace  “natural  gas  compressors’  Nox  emsiion  rates”  with 
“natural  gas  compressors’  NOx  emission  rates” 

Page  4-12,  paragraph  6,  line  4.  Replace  “(at  1.68  deciview)”  with  “(at  1.69  deciview)” 

Page  4-12,  paragraph  6,  line  4.  Replace  “Direst  project  operations”  with  “Direct  project 
operations” 

Page  4-13,  paragraph  1,  line  1.  Replace  "on  a  single  day  at  both  the  PSD  Class  I  Rawah 
Wilderness  Area  (1.68  deciview)  and  the  PSD  Class  II  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  (0.67 
deciview).”  with  “on  a  single  day  at  both  the  mandatory  Federal  PSD  Class  I  Rawah  Wilderness 
Area  (1.69  deciview)  and  the  Federal  PSD  Class  ll/Wyoming  PSD  Class  I  Savage  Run 
Wilderness  Area  (0.69  deciview).” 

Page  4-13,  paragraph  2,  line  6.  Replace  “continuously  at  the  2  g/hp-hr  Nox  emission  rate”  with 
“continuously  at  the  2  g/hp-hr  NOx  emission  rate” 

Page  4-13,  paragraph  3,  line  2.  Replace  “examine  potential  project-wide  air  quality  impacts”  with 
“examine  potential  air  pollutant  emission  source  air  quality  impacts” 

4.2.6  Mitigation  Summary 

Page  4-13,  paragraph  1,  line  1.  Replace  “Mitigation.  Roads”  with  “Mitigation  (Additional 
Potential  BLM-required  Measures).  Roads” 

Page  4-13,  second  bullet,  line  4.  After  the  phrase  “emission  rate  of  1-5  g/hp-hr.”  insert  the 
following  sentence:  “The  cost  effectiveness  of  this  control  technology  applied  to  a  2,500  to  4,000 
hp  rich-burn  engine  ranges  from  $315  to  $395  per  ton  of  NOx  removed.” 

Page  4-14,  first  bullet,  line  4.  After  the  phrase  “emission  rate  of  1.5-4  g/hp-hr.”  insert  the 
following  sentence:  “The  cost  effectiveness  of  this  control  technology  applied  to  a  2,500  to  4,000 
hp  rich-burn  engine  ranges  from  $480  to  $500  per  ton  of  NOx  removed.” 

Page  4-14,  second  bullet,  line  4.  After  the  phrase  “emission  rate  of  1-2.5  g/hp-hr.”  insert  the 
following  sentence:  “The  cost  effectiveness  of  this  control  technology  applied  to  a  2,500  to  4,000 
hp  rich-burn  engine  ranges  from  $700  to  $890  per  ton  of  NOx  removed.” 

Page  4-14,  third  bullet,  line  5.  After  the  phrase  “coal-fired  power  plants).”  insert  the  following 
sentence:  “Using  current  industrial  electrical  rates  and  assuming  100%  control  due  to  elimination 
of  2  g/hp-hr  NOx  emissions  at  the  compressor  site,  the  cost  effectiveness  of  electric  compression 
is  roughly  $26,000  per  ton  of  compression  NOx  removed.” 

Page  4-14,  third  bullet.  After  the  third  bullet  insert  the  following  fourth  bullet:  "Fuel  Cell 
Technology.  It  is  not  currently  feasible  to  connect  enough  fuel  cells  together  to  generate  the 
compression  horsepower  necessary  for  the  South  Baggs  project.  Approximately  18  fuel  cells  (at 
a  capital  cost  of  nearly  $4.5  million)  would  be  required  to  provide  3,000  hp  of  compression.  In 
addition,  current  technology  allows  only  two  fuel  cells  to  be  connected  in  a  series,  and  as  of 
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January  1998,  there  were  only  160  of  these  units  operating  worldwide.  The  cost  effectiveness  of 
this  control  technology  ranges  from  $20,000  to  $40,000  per  ton  of  NOx  removed.” 

Page  4-16  paragraph  2,  line  1.  Replace  the  sentence  “The  BLM,  in  cooperation  with  WDEQ- 
AQD,  could  continue  to  track  total  NOx  emissions.”  with  “In  addition  to  sources  located  within  the 
Rock  Springs  Field  Office  area,  the  BLM,  in  cooperation  with  WDEQ-AQD,  could  track  total  NOx 
emissions  from  additional  South  Baggs  project  sources  located  outside  the  Rock  Springs  Field 
Office  area.” 

Page  4-16,  paragraph  2.  After  the  second  paragraph  insert  the  following  paragraph:  “Proposed 
South  Baggs  project  NOx  emitting  sources  would  be  located  outside  the  Rock  Springs  Field 
Office  area.  Therefore,  either  a  mutually  acceptable  revision  or  a  separate  agreement  would  be 
required  to  track  NOx  emission  sources  not  subject  to  the  current  agreement.” 

4.2.7  Residual  Impacts 

Page  4-16,  paragraph  1,  line  2.  Replace  “quality  impacts  from  the  Proposed  Action  in  addition” 
with  “quality  impacts  from  the  South  Baggs  project  in  addition” 

Page  4-16,  paragraph  1,  line  9.  After  the  phrase  “this  air  quality  impact  assessment.”  insert  the 
following  sentence:  “Finally,  the  Southwest  Wyoming  Technical  Air  Forum  is  developing  a 
secondary  organic  aerosol  model,  but  it  is  not  currently  available  for  use.” 


CHAPTER  5:  MITIGATION  AND  MONITORING 

There  were  no  changes  to  Chapter  5  text. 


CHAPTER  6:  CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 
6.2  List  of  Preparers 

Page  6-4,  Table  6-2.  Add  the  following  list  of  “stakeholders” 

Don  Aragon,  Director 

Wind  River  Environmental  Quality  Shoshone  and  Northern  Arapahoe 

First  and  Washakie,  Building  10 

P.O.  Box  217 

Fort  Washakie,  WY  82514 

Tamara  Blett,  Air  Quality  Specialist 
USDA-Forest  Service 
Rocky  Mountain  Region  (R2) 

740  Simms  Street 
P.O.  Box  25127 
Lakewood,  Co  80225 
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Doug  Blewitt,  Air  Programs  Coordinator 
BP-Amoco  Corporation  (MC  1175) 

1670  Broadway 
P.O.  Box  800 
Denver,  Co  80201 

Coleen  Campbell 
State  of  Colorado 

Department  of  Public  Health  and  Environment 
Air  Pollution  Control  Division 
4300  Cherry  Creek  Drive  South 
Denver,  CO  80222-1530 

Susan  Caplan,  Air  Resource  Specialist 
USDI-Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Wyoming  State  Office  (WY-930) 

5353  Yellowstone  Road 
P.O.  Box  1828 
Cheyenne,  WY  82003 

Teri  Deakins,  Lead  Environmental  Protection  Specialist 
USDI-Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Rock  Springs  Field  Office  (WY-040) 

280  Highway  191 
P.O.  Box  1869 

Rock  Springs,  WY  82901-1869 

Robert  Edgar,  Air  Quality  Specialist 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency-Region  VIII 

Office  of  EcoSystem  Protection  and  Remediation  (8EPR-EP) 

999  18th  Street,  Suite  500 

Denver,  CO  80202-2406 

Pete  Guernsey,  Environmental  Scientist 
TRC-Mariah  Associates,  Inc. 

605  Skyline  Drive 
Laramie,  WY  82070-8909 

Dan  Heilig,  Associate  Director 
Wyoming  Outdoor  Council 
262  Lincoln  Street 
Lander,  WY  82520 

Gary  Holsan,  Gary  Holsan  Environmental  Planning 
P.O.  Box  275 
Thayne,  WY  83127 
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Larry  Jackson,  South  Baggs  EIS  Contact 
USDI-Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Great  Divide  Field  Office  (WY-037) 

1300  North  Third  Street 
Rawlins,  WY  82301 

Clare  Miller,  Continental  Divide  EIS  Contact 
USDI-Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Great  Divide  Field  Office  (WY-037) 

1300  North  Third  Street 
Rawlins,  WY  82301 

Tim  Morris 

Santa  Fe  Synder  Corporation 
1625  Broadway,  Suite  2200 
Denver,  Co  80202 

Darla  Potter 

Visibility  Smoke  Management  &  EIS  Coordination 
State  of  Wyoming 

Department  of  Environmental  Quality  Air  Quality  Division 
Herschler  Building  4-W  122  West  25th  Street 
Cheyenne,  WY  82002 

John  Rector 

Union  Pacific  Resources  (MS-2807) 

P.O.  Box  7 

Fort  Worth,  TX  76101 

Joseph  Scire,  Vice  President 
Earth  Tech,  Inc. 

196  Baker  Avenue 
Concord,  MA  01742-2167 

Chris  Shaver,  Chief 
USDI-National  Park  Service 
Air  Resources  Division 
P.O.  Box  25287 
Denver,  CO  80225-0287 

Kirk  Steinle 

Environmental  Specialist 
BP-Amoco  Corporation 
P.O.  Box  1357 
Pinedale,  WY  82941 
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Eric  R.  Ward 
Marathon  Oil  Company 
1501  Stampede  Avenue 
Cody,  WY  82414 

James  G.  Zapert,  Principal  Consultant 
TRC  Environmental  Corporation 
Five  Waterside  Crossing 
Windsor,  CT  06095-1561 

Robert  Zimmer,  Principal  Environmental  Scientist 
Harding  Lawson  Associates 
707  Seventeenth  St.,  Suite  2400 
Denver,  CO  80202 


REFERENCES  CITED 

Page  R-1,  reference  3,  after  the  reference  to  Adamus  (1983),  insert: 

“Air  Resource  Specialists,  Inc.  n.d.  Standard  Operating  Procedures  and  Technical  Instructions 
for  Transmissometer  Systems.  Fort  Collins,  Colorado”. 

Page  R-2,  reference  13.  delete  the  following  reference: 

“CDPHE-APCD,  1996.  Background  pollutant  information  on  file  at  the  Colorado  Department  of 
Public  Health  and  Environment,  Air  Pollution  Control  Division.  Denver,  CO.” 

Page  R-3,  reference  6.  Replace  "Colorado  Department  of  Public  Health  and  Environment 
(CDPHE).  1996.  Letter  and  accompanying  data  collected  at  Craig,  Colorado,  Ms.  Nancy  Chick, 
Environmental  Protection  Specialist,  Air  Pollution  Control  Division,  February  8,  1996,  Denver, 
CO.”  with  “Colorado  Department  of  Public  Health  and  Environment,  Air  Pollution  Control  Division 
(CDPHE-APCD).  1996.  Letter  and  accompanying  data  collected  at  Craig,  Colorado,  dated 
February  8,  1996.  Ms.  Nancy  Chick,  Environmental  Protection  Specialist.  Denver,  CO.” 

Page  R-3,  reference  7.  delete  the  following  reference: 

“Colorado  Department  of  Public  Health  and  Environment,  Air  Pollution  Control  Division  (CDPHE- 
APCD).  1996.  Background  pollutant  information  on  file  at  the  Colorado  Department  of  Public 
Health  and  Environment,  Air  Pollution  Control  Division.  Denver,  CO.” 

Page  R-4,  reference  10,  after  the  reference  to  Eaton  (1978)  insert: 

“Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA),  1979.  Protecting  Visibility  -  An  EPA  Report  to 
Congress.  EPA-450/5-79-008.  Office  of  Air  Quality  Planning  and  Standards.  Research  Triangle 
Park,  North  Carolina.  October  1979.” 

Page  R-4,  reference  11.  Replace  “Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA),  1988.”  with  " _ . 

(EPA).  1988.” 

Page  R-4,  reference  15,  after  the  reference  to  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (1997b),  insert: 
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“ _ .  (EPA).  1998.  Interagency  Workgroup  on  Air  Quality  Modeling  (IWAQM)  Phase  2 

Summary  Report  and  Recommendations  for  Modeling  Long  Range  Transport  Impacts.  EPA- 
454/R-98-019.  Office  of  Air  Quality  Planning  and  Standards,  Research  Triangle  Park,  NC. 
December  1998. 

EPA.  1999.  Visibility  Monitoring  Guidance.  EPA-454/R-99-003.  Office  of  Air  Quality  Planning 
and  Standards.  Research  Triangle  Park,  North  Carolina.  June  1999.” 

Page  R-8,  reference  6,  after  the  reference  to  Labracherie  (1996),  insert: 

“Landres,  Peter  and  Shannon  Meyer.  1998.  A  National  Wilderness  Preservation  System 
Database:  Key  Attributes  and  Trends,  1964-1998.  Gen.  Tech.  Rep.  INT-GTR-18. 
http://www.wilderness.net/nwps/db/  USDA-Forest  Service,  Rocky  Mountain  Research  Station. 
Odgen,  Utah.” 

Page  R-9,  reference  13,  after  the  reference  to  Mosher  (1981),  insert: 

“National  Acid  Precipitation  Assessment  Program  (NAPAP).  1991.  Acid  Deposition:  State  of 
Science  and  Technology:  Report  24  -  Visibility:  Existing  and  Historical  Conditions  -  Causes  and 
Effects.  Office  of  the  Director,  Washington,  DC.” 

Page  R-9,  reference  14,  verify  the  reference  NOAA  (1985)  is  used  in  the  text.  If  not,  delete. 

Page  R-9,  reference  13,  after  the  reference  to  NOAA  (1985),  if  kept,  insert: 

“National  Park  Service.  1999.  Federal  Land  Managers’  Air  Quality  Related  Values  Workgroup 
(FLAG):  Draft  Phase  I  Report.  Air  Quality  Division.  Denver,  Colorado.  May  4,  1999.” 

Page  R-10,  reference  3,  after  the  reference  to  Oakleaf  (1982),  insert: 

“Olson,  Dan.  1998.  Memorandum  to  Joe  Scire,  Earth  Tech,  Inc.  regarding  the  release  of 
SWWYTAF  MM5  data  to  the  BLM  dated  December  15,  1998.  State  of  Wyoming,  Department  of 
Environmental  Quality,  Air  Quality  Division.  Cheyenne,  Wyoming.” 

Page  R-12,  reference  14,  delete  the  following  reference: 

“TRC,  1999.  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document,  Continental 
Divide/Wamsutter  II  and  South  Baggs  Natural  Gas  Development  Projects,  Environmental  Impact 
Statement.  Prepared  for  the  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
Rawlins  Field  Office,  by  TRC  Environmental  Corporation  and  Earth  Tech,  Incorporated.  Windsor, 
CT.” 

Page  R-12,  reference  15,  delete  the  following  reference: 

“Trewartha,  G.  1968.  An  introduction  to  climate.  McGraw-Hill  Book  Company,  New  York,  NY. 
408  pp.” 

Page  R-13,  reference  2,  after  the  reference  to  USDA-FS  (1980),  insert: 

“U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  -  Natural  Resource  Conservation  Service  (USDA-NRCS).  1998. 
PRISM  Data  Set  (Available  on  compact  disk  or  at  http://www.ftw.nrcs.usda.gov/prism 
/prism. html).  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service,  National  Water  and  Climate  Center, 
Portland,  Oregon”. 
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Page  R-14,  reference  12,  after  the  reference  to  USDI-BLM  (1996),  insert: 

“ _ .  (USDI-BLM).  1998.  Final  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Protocol  -  Continental 

Divide/Greater  Wamsutter  II  and  South  Baggs  Projects.  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau 
of  Land  Management,  Rawlins  District  Office.  Rawlins,  Wyoming.  September  28,  1998. 

_ .  (USDI-BLM).  1999a.  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document, 

Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  II  and  South  Baggs  Projects.  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior, 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Rawlins  and  Rock  Springs  Field  Offices.  Rawlins  and  Rock 
Springs,  Wyoming.  April  1999. 

_ .  (USDI-BLM).  1999b.  Revised  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support 

Document,  Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  II  and  South  Baggs  Projects.  U.S.  Department  of  the 
Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Rawlins  and  Rock  Springs  Field  Offices.  Rawlins  and 
Rock  Springs,  Wyoming.  September  1999 

_ .  (USDI-BLM).  1999c.  Pinedale  Anticline  Oil  and  Gas  Exploration  and  Development 

Project:  Air  Quality  Assessment  Protocol.  Pinedale  Field  Office.  Pinedale,  Wyoming.  June 
1999.” 

Page  R-15,  reference  8,  after  the  reference  to  Volger  (1996),  insert: 

“Watson,  John  G.  et  al.  1996.  Mt.  Zirkel  Wilderness  Area:  Reasonable  Attribution  Study  of 
Visibility  Impairment.  Prepared  for  the  Technical  Steering  Committee,  c/o  Colorado  Department 
of  Public  Health  and  Environment,  Air  Pollution  Control  Division,  Denver,  Colorado,  by  the  Desert 
Research  Institute,  Reno,  Nevada.  July  1,  1996”. 


GLOSSARY 

Page  G-3,  glossary  item  10  [Class(es)].  Delete  all  references  to  “airsheds,”  “Airshed  Classes,” 
and  the  entire  “Wind  Speed  and  Stability  Class  Distributions”  table. 

Page  G-11,  glossary  item  10  [particulates].  Replace  “particulates:  Small  particles  in  the  air  and 
generally  considered  pollutants.”  with  “particulate  matter:  fine  solid  or  liquid  particles  in  the  air 
(or  emitted  from  an  air  pollution  source),  including  dust,  smoke,  fumes,  spray  and  fog. 

Particulate  matter  is  typically  measured  and  regulated  based  on  the  effective  diameter  of  the 
particles:  Total  Suspended  Particulates  (TSP)  are  all  particles  less  than  about  70  microns;  fine 
particles  (PM-10)  are  all  particles  less  than  about  10  microns;  and  inhalable  particles  (PM-2.5) 
are  all  particles  less  than  about  2.5  microns.” 

Page  G-12,  glossary  item  4  [prevention  of  significant  deterioration  (PSD)],  line  1.  Replace  “under 
the  Clean  Air  Act  (P.L.  84-159,  as  amended)”  with  “under  the  Clean  Air  Act  (as  amended)” 


APPENDIX  A:  STANDARD  MITIGATION  GUIDELINES 
There  were  no  changes  to  Appendix  A  text. 
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APPENDIX  B:  RECLAMATION  RECOMMENDATIONS 

There  were  no  changes  to  Appendix  B  text. 

APPENDIX  C:  HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

There  were  no  changes  to  Appendix  C  text. 


APPENDIX  D:  AIR  QUALITY  -  CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS  ANALYSIS 

Page  D-1,  paragraph  1,  line  1.  Replace  “Based  on  a  separate  assessment  predicting  potential 
future  far-field  (cumulative)  air  quality  impacts  (TRC  1999),”  with  “Based  on  a  separate  revised 
assessment  predicting  potential  future  far-field  (cumulative)  air  quality  impacts  (USDI-BLM 
1999b),” 

Page  D-1,  paragraph  1,  line  4.  Replace  “determine  if  the  PSD  Class  I  N02  increment”  with 
“determine  if  the  PSD  Class  I  and  II  N02  increments” 

Page  D-2,  Table  D-1.  Replace  the  entire  Table  with  the  following: 

“Table  D-1  Predicted  Direct  Project  N02  PSD  Class  I  and  II  Sensitive  Receptor  Impacts 

(z^g/m3). 


Location 

Direct  Project  Sources 

Annual  PSD  Increment 

PSD  Class  1  Sensitive  Areas 

Bridger  Wilderness 

0.001 

2.5 

Fitzpatrick  Wilderness 

<0.001 

2.5 

Mount  Zirkel  Wilderness 

0.01 

2.5 

Rawah  Wilderness 

0.005 

2.5 

PSD  Class  II  Sensitive  Areas 

Adjacent  to  CD/WII  Projects 

21.2 

25 

Adjacent  to  South  Baggs  Project 

1.8 

25 

Dinosaur  National  Monument 

0.009 

25 

Popo  Agie  Wilderness 

0.001 

25 

Wind  River  Roadless  Area 

<0.001 

25 

Federal  PSD  Class  ll/Wyoming  PSD  Class  1 
Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area 

1  Sensitive  Area 

0.008 

25/2.5 
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Page  D-3,  Table  D-2.  Replace  the  entire  Table  with  the  following: 

“Table  D-2  Predicted  Change  in  Acid  Neutralizing  Capacity  in  PSD  Class  I  and  II  Area 
Sensitive  Lakes  (percent  change). 


Minimum  ANC  Project  Cumulative 

Location  (/^eq/l)  Sources  Sources  Thresholds 


PSD  Class  I  Sensitive  Areas 
Bridger  Wilderness 


Deep  Lake 

49.0 

0.1 

1.4 

10 

(2. 7-year  turnover) 

Mount  Zirkel  Wilderness 

Pothole  A-8 

14.2 

0.3 

1.5 

7.0  a/ 

Seven  Lakes 

30.0 

0.2 

1.0 

10 

Upper  Slide  Lake 

22.6 

0.2 

1.0 

4.4  a/ 

Rawah  Wilderness 

Island  Lake 

64.6 

<0.1 

0.4 

10 

No.  4  Lake 

43.5 

0.1 

0.6 

10 

Class  II  Sensitive  Areas 

Medicine  Bow  National  Forest 
West  Glacier  Lake 

29.7 

0.4 

4.6 

10 

Popo  Agie  Wilderness 

Lower  Saddlebag  Lake 

58.3 

<0.1 

0.5 

10 

a /  For  lakes  with  minimum  existing  ANC  values  <25  z^eq/l,  the  threshold  of  concern  is  less 
than  a  1  ^eq/l  reduction  below  the  minimum  existing  ANC  value  (e  g.;  for  Pothole  A-8  in 
the  PSD  Class  I  Mount  Zirkel  Wilderness  Area,  0.070  x  14.2  /^eq/l  equals  1  /^eq/l).” 
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ADDENDUM  AND  ERRATA 


Page  D-4,  Table  D-3.  Replace  the  entire  Table  with  the  following: 

“Table  D-3  Predicted  Visibility  Impacts  in  PSD  Class  I  and  II  Sensitive  Areas  (number  of  days 
above  a  “just  noticeable  change”  of  1.0  deciview). 


Location 


Direct  Project  “No  Action”  Total  Cumulative 
Sources  a/  Sources  Sources 


PSD  Class  I  Sensitive  Areas 
Bridger  Wilderness 
Fitzpatrick  Wilderness 
Mount  Zirkel  Wilderness 
Rawah  Wilderness 


0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  0 

0  0  1b/ 


PSD  Class  II  Sensitive  Areas 

Dinosaur  National  Monument 
Popo  Agie  Wilderness 
Wind  River  Roadless  Area 


0  0  0 
0  0  0 
0  0  0 


Federal  PSD  Class  ll/Wyoming  PSD  Class  I  Sensitive  Area 

Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  0  0 


0 


a/  Direct  Project  Sources  include  the  Continental  Divide,  Wamsutter  II  and  South  Baggs 
projects. 

b /  All  cumulative  sources  combined  were  predicted  to  cause  a  1.69  deciview  change  at  the 
mandatory  Federal  PSD  Class  I  Rawah  Wilderness  Area  boundary  on  a  single  day  (based 
on  June  4,  1995,  meteorology  and  Rocky  Mountain  National  Park  IMPROVE  optical  data). 
However,  this  predicted  visibility  impact  may  be  an  artifact  of  the  modeling  analysis, 
where  distant  hourly  optical  conditions  are  assumed  to  occur  simultaneously  in  each 
sensitive  receptor.” 

Page  D-4,  paragraph  2,  line  5.  Replace  “on  a  single  day  at  both  the  PSD  Class  I  Rawah 
Wilderness  Area  (1.68  deciview)  and  the  PSD  Class  II  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  (0.67 
deciview).”  with  “on  a  single  day  at  both  the  mandatory  Federal  PSD  Class  I  Rawah  Wilderness 
Area  (1.69  deciview)  and  the  Federal  PSD  Class  ll/Wyoming  PSD  Class  I  Savage  Run 
Wilderness  Area  (0.69  deciview).” 

Page  D-5,  bullet  1,  line  3.  Replace  “Recently,  NOx  emissions  from  existing  sources  in 
southwestern  Wyoming  have  been  decreasing.”  with  “A  reduction  of  NOx  emissions  from  existing 
sources  in  southwestern  Wyoming  is  anticipated,  primarily  due  to  installation  of  control  devices 
on  the  Naughton  coal-fired  electrical  generation  facility.” 

Page  D-6,  bullet  1,  line  3.  Replace  “A  similar  conclusion  has  been  reached  by  the  Southwest 
Wyoming  Technical  Air  Forum.”  with  “The  Southwest  Wyoming  Technical  Air  Forum  is 
developing  a  secondary  organic  aerosol  model,  but  it  is  not  currently  available  for  use.” 
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ADDENDUM  AND  ERRATA 


Page  D-6,  paragraph  2,  line  2.  Replace  “examine  potential  project-wide  air  quality  impacts”  with 
“examine  potential  air  pollutant  emission  source  air  quality  impacts” 


APPENDIX  E:  U.S.  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE  LETTERS 
There  were  no  changes  to  Appendix  E  text. 


APPENDIX  F:  WILDLIFE 

There  were  no  changes  to  Appendix  F  text. 
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SECTION  3: 


CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 


SECTION  3:  CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 


3.1  SCOPING  PROCESS 

The  BLM  published  a  Notice  of  Intent  (NOI)  to  prepare  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 
in  the  Federal  Register  on  January  23,  1996. 

A  Scoping  Notice  was  prepared  and  submitted  to  the  public  by  the  BLM  on  February  1,  1996, 
requesting  input  into  the  proposed  South  Baggs  Area  Natural  Gas  Development  project.  Scoping 
documents  were  sent  out  to  the  public  listed  on  the  BLM  mailing  list,  as  well  as  organizations, 
groups,  and  individuals  requesting  a  copy  of  the  scoping  document.  The  Scoping  Notice 
explained  the  scope  of  the  Merit  Energy  South  Baggs  natural  gas  development  Proposed  Action 
and  requested  comments  concerning  the  level  of  analysis  included  in  the  DEIS. 

There  were  29  written  responses  received  during  the  scoping  period  in  response  to  this  project. 
These  written  responses  consisted  of  13  letters  in  favor  of  the  drilling  proposal  and  16  letters  that 
did  not  state  a  position  in  regard  to  the  project  but  provided  suggested  mitigation  if  the  project 
were  implemented.  There  were  no  letters  that  specifically  stated  the  project  should  not  be 
implemented.  The  issues  and  concerns  identified  by  the  public  during  the  scoping  period  are 
summarized  in  Chapter  1  of  the  DEIS. 

During  preparation  of  the  EIS,  the  BLM  and  the  consultant  interdisciplinary  team  (IDT)  have 
communicated  with,  and  received  or  solicited  input  from  various  federal,  State,  county,  and  local 
agencies,  elected  representatives,  environmental  and  citizens  groups,  industries,  and  individuals 
potentially  concerned  with  issues  regarding  the  proposed  drilling  action.  The  contacts  made  are 
summarized  in  the  following  sections. 


3.2  DRAFT  EIS  CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 

The  BLM  consulted  with  the  Department  of  Interior  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  the 
Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department  on  issues,  impacts  and  mitigation  for  Mountain  Plover, 
Black-footed  Ferret,  and  other  wildlife  populations  and  habitats;  and  consulted  with  the 
Department  of  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  and  Wyoming 
Department  of  Environmental  Quality  on  issues,  impacts  and  mitigation  for  air  quality.  The  BLM 
has  also  consulted  and  coordinated  with  local,  state,  and  county  government  officials.  Native 
American  Indian  tribes  were  provided  notices  of  the  proposed  project. 


3.3  PUBLIC  REVIEW  OF  DRAFT  EIS 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agency's  Notice  of  Availability  was  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  on  May  21,  1999.  Over  250  copies  of  the  draft  EIS  were  made  available  to  the  public 
and  interested  agencies  for  a  60-day  public  comment  period.  The  date  by  which  the  comments 
had  to  be  received  was  July  13,  1999.  The  public  was  invited  to  provide  written  comments  on 
the  draft  EIS. 
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One  press  release  was  prepared  announcing  the  availability  of  the  Draft  EIS.  Press  releases 
were  printed  in  the  Rawlins  Daily  Times  on  May  28,  1999;  the  Laramie  Boomerang  on  June  1, 
1999;  and  the  Casper  Tribune  on  June  17,  1999. 

A  public  meeting  was  conducted  by  the  BLM  on  June  22,  1999  at  the  Rawlins  Field  Office  in 
Rawlins,  Wyoming.  The  meeting  was  attended  by  5  persons,  of  that,  no  attendees  gave  public 
statements. 

All  of  the  comments  received  during  the  public  comment  period  and  during  the  public  meeting 
have  been  considered  in  the  preparation  of  the  final  EIS.  Responses  to  all  the  comments 
expressed  during  the  public  meeting  can  be  found  in  Section  5  entitled  Response  to  Public 
Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS 


3.4  DRAFT  EIS  COMMENTS 

A  total  of  13  comment  letters  were  received  on  the  draft  EIS.  Responses  to  public  comments 
received  on  the  draft  EIS  are  included  in  this  final  EIS.  In  many  cases  respondents  submitted 
virtually  identical  comments.  Rather  than  repeating  a  response,  the  reader  may  be  referred  to  an 
earlier  response.  Reference  to  a  previous  response  in  no  way  reflects  upon  the  value  of  the 
comment.  The  comment  letters  and  responses  to  the  comments  are  contained  in  Section  5 
entitled  Response  Comments  following  the  reprinted  letters.  Comments  are  numbered 
sequentially  within  a  letter  and  correspond  to  the  numbered  response. 

Specific  changes  in  the  text  of  the  draft  EIS  are  found  in  Section  2  of  the  final  EIS.  Where  a 
response  to  a  comment  indicates  "see  Errata".  Section  2  of  the  final  EIS  should  be  consulted  for 
the  specific  rewording  or  clarification  of  the  text. 


3.5  COMMON  CONCERNS 

Respondents  shared  several  common  concerns  about  the  proposed  drilling  project.  The 
concerns  were:  technical  approach  used  in  the  air  quality  analysis;  concerns  with  recreation  and 
wildlife  management;  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action;  cumulative  effects  of  the  proposed 
action  and  alternatives;  and  general  questions  on  the  environmental  analysis  process  used  for 
preparing  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 
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SECTION  4:  COMMENT  LETTERS  RECEIVED  ON  THE  DRAFT  EIS 


4.1  INTRODUCTION 

The  following  comment  letters  were  submitted  by  the  public  and  interested  agencies  on  the 
South  Baggs  Natural  Gas  Development  Draft  EIS.  The  60-day  comment  period  was  May  14, 
1999  through  July  13,  1999. 

A  total  of  13  comment  letters  were  submitted  during  this  time.  The  comment  letters  are 
reproduced  in  this  section.  Each  letter  is  given  a  unique  identifying  number.  Substantive 
comments  requiring  a  response  are  identified  by  comment  number  associated  with  heavy  vertical 
lines  in  the  margin  of  each  letter.  For  instance,  comment  No.  1-1  is  the  first  comment  on 
comment  letter  no.  1  requiring  a  response.  All  responses  are  presented  in  the  following  Section 
5.  Each  response  identifies  the  letter  and  comment  number  that  it  is  associated  with. 
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department  of  the  ajwy 

CWP1  OF  MQVCOIS.  OMAHA  OMT^ICI 
ns  ww  i  rrn  yiwtir 
OMAHA.  MC8AA3KA  flnQ3-«7» 

Kay  13,  1999 


Wyoming  Regulatory  Office 
2232  Dell  Range  Blvd.,  Suite  210 
Cheyenne.  Nycaiog  82009 


RECEIVED 


«AT17  999 


BUREAU  Of  LAHO  MAMAGBAENT 
RAWUNS  PI  Etc  Of  F*CE 
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Mr.  Larry  Jackson 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Rawlins  Field  Office 
1300  North  Third  Street 
Rawlins,  Wyoming  82301 

Dear  Mr.  Jackson: 

This  is  in  reference  to  your  agency's  April  29,  1999  request 
for  ccnroenta  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the 
South  3aggs  Area  Natural  Gas  Development  Project  Carbon  County, 
Wyoming.  Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

The  Corps  of  3wjice«rs  regulates  the  discharge  of  dredged  and 
fill  material  into  waters  of  the  United  States,  including  weciands, 
as  authorised  primarily  hy  section  -404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  (33 
U.8.C.  1344)  .  Corwnenta  will  be  focused  on  this  sole  issue. 

Specifically,  page  3-37,  line  15  states  that  a  large  wet  meadow 
areas  located  along  the  Little  Snake  River  ar®  not  jurisdictional 
for  the  purposes  of  Section  404  of  the  Clean  water  Ant  (Act)  .  The 
Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  U.S.  environmental  Protection  Agency  ars 
responsible  for  making  jurisdictional  determinations  for  the 
purposes  of  Section  404  of  the  Act.  This  office  has  not  made  any 
determa nations  concerning  the  referenced  wetlands.  Please  be  aware 
that  »ite  specific  field  data  is  needed  to  support  that 
determination.  If  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  deoireB  a 
jurisdictional  determination  concerning  these  areas,  Chen  it  is 
recommended  that  you  contact  this  office  for  assistance  in 
identifying  specific  information  and  data  collection  protocols  to 
determine  if  the  wet  meadow  areas  are  considered  to  be 
jurisdictional  for  the  purposes  of  Section  404  of  the  Act.  It  is 
recommended  that  the  language  pertaining  to  jun  edict  ion  b« 
removed- 

As  you  are  aware,  we  are  in  the  process  of  establishing  a 
general  permit  (General  Permit  96-06)  which  will  allow  a  number  of 
activities  associated  with  gas  development  to  occur  in  waters  of 
the  United  States,  including  wetland#.  Bntltie*  proposing  to 
conduct  gas  development  activities  in  the  South  Baggs  area  should 
b«  able  to  use  this  permit  with  BLM' a  assistance  once  it  becomes 
established.  However,  they  need  to  ensure  they  axe  In  compliance 
with  the  requirements  of  the  permit,  including  in  many  cases, 
submittal  of  a  compliance  certification  form. 


Wildlife  Management  Institute 

l«e  H-  Capcntar,  Field 

4015  CSency  Drhe  *  Rat  Collins  Cobndo  50524 
PSoe*<*?0j  223-ltm  •  « 70)  204-914* 

EdaMlwf  lie  i  in  sen 

lcac£«erina.oam 

ROLL  IN  a  SPARROWS 
LON  ME  L.  WILLIAM&OM 

VICfe-^WgtflWB 

RICHARD  £  McCABE 
leaeivf 


June  23,  1999 


Larry  Jackson,  Project  Coordinator 
Rawlins  Field  Office.  BLM 
P.0.  Box  2407 
Rjwfim,  WY  82301-2407 


RECEIVED 


JUK  2  5 


BUREAU  Of  LAND  MAMAOEWftfT 
RAWIINS  f  IE10  OfFlCf 


Dear.  Mr.  Jackson: 


I  a m  0k  Southwest  Field  Representative  tor  the  WiMlifc  Management  Institute.  The  Institute  is  a 
private,  nonprofit,  scientific  and  educational  organization  founded  in  191 1  and  dedicated  to  the 
restoration,  conservation,  and  sound  management  of  natural  resources,  especially  wildlife,  In 
North  America  I  have  the  folio  wing  comments  on  the  DEIS  for  the  South  Baggs  Area  Natural 
Gas  Development  Project  it  Carton  County,  Wyoming. 
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The  Institute  a  keenly  interested  h  oil  and  gas  development  on  public  foods  in  Wyoming.  We 
have  participated  in  many  previous  NEPA  processes  dealing  with  this  topic,  Otis  primary  concern 
with  review  of  a  tingle  project  it  the  problem  of  inadequately  considering  the  ntmnlnlivt  impacts 
of  tha  project  along  with  all  the  other  energy  development  proposals  (active  and  planned)  hi 
southwest  Wyoming.  We  note  the  discusatoo  in  the  Executive  Summary  oo  cumulative  effects 
where  it  is  stated  r^nJ  -assuming  the  knptenKeratioa  of  environmental  protection  and  mitigation 
measures  discussed  at  Chapters  2  and  4  of  the  DEIS,  no  ccnsoksirve  impacts  in  exoea  of  threshold 
criteria  would  occur  except  in  the  case  of  recreation  and  air  qujdy  resources.”  How  touch 
development  could  occur  in  this  area  before  the  same  conclusion  would  be  reached  for  resources 
like  wildlife  species  and  their  habitats? 
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Our  point  b  that  in  the  Mure  (probably  not  distant),  there  will  be  anotbw  propofol  tor  this  ares 
aod  it  will  be  evaluated  separately  fora  all  others  both  planned  and  Bnpianr7*ed.  Af  some  tone, 
the  BLM  must  recognize  and  declare  that  industrialization  of  southwest  Wyoming  bos  renobed  a 
point  where  further  deveto  promt  on  public  fends  WILL  be  cause  rigpificaia  cumulative  negative 
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impacts  on  s  variety  of  resources  and  that  additional  leases  foe  large  energy  projects  on  federal 
lands  wil  not  be  permitted. 

The  Institute  Is  concerned  about  the  Impacts  this  project  will  have  on  quality  of  outdoor 
recreation  in  this  area,  espccialy  big  game  hunting  This  area  is  an  important  big  game  bunting 
area.  Big  game  hunting  is  an  irrpoetant  economic  benefit  to  focal  comrounitiej  in  the  project  area 
The  information  that  the  South  Baggs  project  ootdd  cause  major  alterations  (page  4-8 1 )  to  the 
recreatioe  setting  and  recreation  opportunities  available  to  persons  using  the  area  la  troubling. 

The  DEIS  acknowledged  that  the  pecaence  of  construction  and  dri&og  cqugtmenl  aid  associated 
increased  evidence  of  human  industrial  activities  at  the  area  could  (would  77)  detract  from  the 
recreational  experience.  Combining  this  wfch  the  prediction  of  how  the  project  wifi  impact  visual 
resources  (page  4-t4)  prompt  us  to  urge  decision  makers  to  seriously  consider  if  this  is  the  future 
beared  condition  that  thcac  public  lauds  shnuki  be  degraded  to. 


The  DEIS  minimizes  discussion  on  monitoring  acdvfcJea.  These  activities  should  be  more  clearly 
identified  Monitoring  is  a  critical  clement  of  the  DEIS  process  and  should  be  designed  to  detect 
detrimental  impacts.  Considering  the  impacts  expected  on  outdoor  recreation  wo  suggest  that 
monitoring  of  the  impact  of  this  project  on  the  quality  of  the  outdoor  experience  (ie  bunting) 
should  be  done. 

We  are  also  concerned  shots  the  methodology  used  to  ralrulatz-  the  “real  world  carrying 
capaciy~  for  big  game  animals  in  (he  project  area.  Having  spent  a  number  of  years  conducting 
research  on  big  game  range  carrying  capacity  1  am  very  fiundssr  with  this  topic.  The  approach 
used  to  get  the  animal  density  per  acre  is  essentially  bogusl  Dividing  the  herd  unit  population 
objective  by  the  total  crucial  winter  range  is  not  a  viable  way  to  determine  carrying  capacity 


First,  all  the  acres  involved  in  the  critical  winter  range  total  are  not  equal  nor  al  useful  to  big 
game  animals,  lo  feet,  in  many  oases  a  small  percentage  of  the  acres  contribute  most  of  the 
limiting  resources  needed  by  big  game  animals.  An  uni  nUcgrutes  resources  in  a  very  uneven 
manna'  across  its  borne  range.  Therefore,  the  calculation  made  in  the  DEIS  of  number  of  a/rimafs 
likely  to  be  lost  due  to  the  project  is  mHleadatg.  The  impact  wil  be  which  acres  are  impacted  at 
which  lime  period.  There  is  no  way  that  this  methodology  would  stand  the  use  of  scientific 
scrutiny  and  it  should  not  be  part  of  the  analysis  in  the  DEIS.  The  porit  is  th*  the  nsmtoer  of 
surface  areas  lost  per  VC  LS  NOT  the  factor  most  ingmrmnl  a  determining  (he  frapaa  no  a 
population  of  big  game  animals.  This  might  be  true  is  all  of  the  lost  acres  were  in  one  small  block 
and  there  were  ao  roads,  pipelines,  pump  stations  etc.  accompanying  the  lost  acres.  Wc  urge  the 
BLM  to  drop  this  sophomoric  approach  to  carrying  capacity  and  admit  that  given  the  knowledge 
existing  for  this  population,  that  impact  to  big  game  animals  is  largely  unknown. 


Considering  the  proliferation  of  energy  projects  across  southwest  Wyoming  with  their 
concomitmu  cumulative  impacts  to  a  wide  variety  of  resources,  and  given  (hut  ibis  project  wiU  be 
approved,  it  seems  that  the  only  prudent  alternative  would  be  the  minimum  density  of  well 
alternatives  (Alternative  A).  It  is  probable  and  ihould  be  expert rrl  that  in  a  few  yean  the  request 
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South  Riggs  Natural  Gas  DEIS  3 

to  add  more  wtlh  to  the  project  win  be  made  anyway.  Why  oot  take  it  as  slowly  as  possible? 

The  FE1S  mutt  clearly  articulate  why  this  n  not  the  moat  viable  ahemauve  t a  ctooae. 

In  iummary,  we  «r«  my  concerned  about  the  impact  this  project  will  have  on  the  central*^  and 
accelerating  industrialization  of  southwest  Wyoming.  The  location  of  tbit  project  seriously 
jeopardizes  an  area  that  i«  wild  like  Wyoming  is  touted  to  be.  Why  should  these  values  be  lost 
forever  so  that  a  limited  number  of  oil  coirpanies  can  make  a  few  dollars  There  are  more  to  our 
Public  lands  than  a  place  for  a  few  to  extract  what  they  can  get.  The  Bureau  must  do  what  is  right 
for  the  llnure  of  me  valuable  and  Irreplaceable  public  land  heritage. 

Thanks  for  the  opportunity  for  comment. 


Sincerely, 


(du-  ^  •  (vcj 
Leu  HL  Carpenter 


R.  Sparrows,  WM1 
A.  Pierson.  BLM 
1  Baughman,  Wyo  G&F 


United  States  Department  of  ttie  Interior 

rtSB  AND  WILDUn  SERVKX 
Ecological  Ssrvioea 

4000  Airport  Partway _ 

Cheyenne.  ’  £S»£|V 


ES-614U 

gw/WOZ/WY25«l.gw 


JOl  -7  I99S  j 
■ or  lAuouAuSsici 


July  2,  1999 
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Memorandum 

To:  Ten  Leader,  Lmtj  Jackwan.  Bureau  ofLsnd  Management,  fUwtira,  Wyoming  .? 

From.  Fidd  Sopervbor,  EcoJogioal  Servic**,  Cbtrftnc*,  Wyoming  (ES-fr 1411) 

Sublet. 
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Coraxneaa  Co nxrvang  South  Btggi  Area  Natural  G*j  Development  Project  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Thank  you  for  providing  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  for  the  South  Baggs 
Area  natural  gas  development  project  ia  Carbon  County.  Wyoming.  My  ttkS  hat  reviewed  foil 
document  and  we  have  the  following  comment* 

and  Snecka 

Maintain  never 

Since  the  drafting  of  the  DEIS  tbc  guru*  of  the  mounoua  plover  {Chtradriux  mantamtf)  has  been 
changed  from  candidate  to  proponed.  In  the  Federal  Register  dated  February  16,  1999,  tbc  U.S. 
Fbh  A  WUdGfb  Servioe  (Service)  proposed  to  Ust  the  mountain  plover  a i  a  threatened  apeciec 
purauare  to  Che  Endangered  Species  Act  (Act)  of  197). 

a  I  Survey  information  for  tl»  mountain  plover  uaod  in  the  DEIS  *v*s  gathered  in  1996,  and  rftould 
’ll  be  updated.  Survey  protocol*  can  be  found  in  die  Mountain  Plover  Draft  Survey  Guidelines,  May 
1 99t,  Issued  by  the  Wyoming  Field  Office  of  the  Service 

Endangered  Specie*  Act  teguhtirmc  at  SO  CJFR  402. 1 0  dlow  for  confcroKang  with  tho  Service  on 
eny  action  the  Federal  agency  teurromea  may  aSecx.  a  prt^ontd  shocks,  wd Trqotrta 
conferencing  with  the  Service  on  any  action  that  Is  litdy  to  jeopardise  the  continued  existence  of 
any  proposed  ipecac*.  Oa  page  7599  of  the  proposed  rale  to  Ust  the  mountain  plover,  the  Servioe 
has  identified  some  actions  that  wifi  Ekefy  trigger  section  7  conferencing.  We  believe  the  project 
proposed  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  qualifies  aa  one  of  these  actions,  and 
consequently  with  updated  survey  information  the  BLM  abudd  determine  whether  the  project 
may  affect  the  rnotcttktn  plover.  UntiJ  the  current  surveys  have  been  performed,  we  will  be  umWe 
to  concur  with  the  fiodlng  of  “no  adverse  impacts'*  to  the  mountain  plover 


Mr.  Larry  Jackson 
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Bald  Eagle  aad  Peregrine  Fate** 

Since  the  Recovery  plan  for  the  Pacific  bakl  eagle  was  published  in  1996,  recommended  buffer 
zones  for  raptor,  have  changed  significantly.  The  bald  eagle,  and  peregrine  falcon  should  be 
given  a  minimum  l  mile  buffer  zone.  With  the  present  guidelines  that  are  mentioned  in  the  DEIS, 
we  do  nos  concur  with  the  deteraaurioa  that  "no  adverse  effects”  to  the  bald  eagle  or  peregrine 
(Uoon  would  be  expected 
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Wbeopleg  Cries 

As  a  raedt  of  the  Halted  wetland  availability  and  the  feck  of  observed  lightings,  we  concur  that 
the  Implementation  of  the  project  is  not  fikriy  to  adversely  affect  the  whooping  crave 
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Bleck-feetcd  Ferret 

A  white,  tailed  prairie  dog  towa  or  complex  (a  complex  consists  of  two  or  more  neighboring 
prairie  dog  towns  each  less  than  7  kilometers  (04  miles)  front  each  other)  of  leas  than  200  seres 
having  no* neighboring  prairie  dog  towns  snay  be  cleared  without  a  fijict  survey  (Hlaek Tooted 
ferret  survey  gukMuiu,  1996).  Figure  3-12  in  the  DEIS  shows  only  prairie  dog  towns  that  are 
inside  the  project  area  These  towns  could  be  part  of  a  greater  complex,  that  exist  outride  the 
project  area.  With  the  present  survey  guideline*  that  were  used  in  the  DEIS,  we  do  not  concur 
with  the  determination  that  "no  adverse  effects"  to  the  black -footed  ferret  would  be  expected 
Compliance  with  the  1 9M  survey  gtittMiner  must  be  demonstrated  before  we  can  consider 
concurrence  that  the  project  isn't  likely  to  adversely  affect  ferrets. 
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Rapt  an 

We  recommend  that  the  DEIS  establish  a  disturbance-free  buffer  zone  of  s  minimum  of  V4  mile 
during  the  nesting  season  (February  1  through  August  1 5)  for  notv-Bated  raptor  tpcrics. 
Additionally  a  1  nBto  buffer  zone  should  be  established  around  ferruginous  hawk  nests  The 
Service  agreae  with  implementing  activity  scams  surveys  of  raptor  neats  prior  to  construction  to 
aflow  Ax  well  placement  planning  srto  the  avoidance  of  impacts  to  actively  nesting  buds.  The 
Servioe  can  then  make  determinations  that  may  deviate  from  the  standards  on  a  rite  specific  basis 


Mirrstarr  Birds.  Special  Cancers  Bit  Species 

According  to  the  Rules  and  Rtgilifrsa  of  the  Wyoming  OB  and  Gas  Conservation  Commission 
(revised  August  1996).  TUaerve  pits  shall  be  completely  fenced  ...netted  or  otherwise  secured 
,_ln  a  manses  that  avoids  the  loss  of  wildEfe,  domestic  animals,  or  migratory  birds.  The 

4-J  Commission  recommends  netting  a,  the  preferred  means  of  seoaring  pits.’  The  Service  applauds 
~f  the  BLM  for  committing  to  the  Commission's  recommendations  fix  securing  weo  pits 

Therefore,  we  contra  with  the  DEIS  that  impacts  to  special  concern  bat  ipesaea  can  be  avoided  by 
netting  produced  water  pits  that  contain  petroleum  hydrocarbons  Thu  netting  would  also  deter 
migratory  birds  Son  entering  water  pita  and  pi  event  vrolafrnm  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act. 
16  U.S.C.  703.  enacted  in  I91». 
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SaclCeuh 

According  to  page  3-52  of  the  DBS,  “  good  grouse  habitat  la  in  short  supply  throughout  mo* 
of  the  projest  area."  The  above  staieoieat  oortiwfia*  section  3  .5.1  of  the  DEIS  which  state*  that 
75  percent  of  the  project  area  b  covered  by  mixed  deeert  shnfo  and  ‘'Tha*  cover  type  edabua 
«m»  phases  including:  (1)  aroei  dominated  by  sagebrorft  (Artemtjta  app.)..  *  The  importance  of 
lagsfmufi  and  ripariaa  area*  to  maintain  cage  grouse  population*  it  weB-doctunMUed 

(Natural  Wttory  and  Management  Information,  WGFD,  1992).  Thn  contradiction  needs  to  be 
rectified  and  the  potemial  impecta  of  tha  project  on  aage  grouse  should  be  folly  tfisouaed 
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Not  all  nge  grouse  neat  within  2  miles  of  known  lek»  (Connelly  rt  if.  1999),  nor  ire  broods 
restricted  to  this  2  mile  perimeter.  Therefore,  given  the  presence  of  sagafctuih  tubdsf  awl  riparian 
treat  within  the  project  area,  ltge  grouse  maybe  using  the  area.  Surveys  conducted  were  for 
determination  of  tage  grouse  presence  id  the  winter  and  early  spring  only.  These  mimys  do  not 
adequately  assets  the  use  of  this  area  by  nesting  hem  or  broods. 


MCj 


Swift  lit 

Due  to  the  lade  of  occurrence  and  reported  sightings  in  and  wound  the  project  area,  we  agree  that 
the  project  will  not  have  ad  versa  impacts  on  the  twill  foot. 
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Water  Pcnktfasu  ta  tht  Col  grade  River  SnUn 

The  information  provided  m  the  DBS  indicates  a  potential  depletion  from  the  proposed  project  to 
the  Colorado  River  Page  4-3 1  indicates  that  there  is  a  alight  chance  that  wata  would  be 
obtained  from  surface  sources  such  as  the  Snake  River.  Oe  page  1-96,  the  DBS  conflict*  the 

above  statement  by  dating  that  depletion  of  surface  walet  on  the  project  b  not  anticipated.  The 

source,  amount,  andfoc  timing  of  water  as*  have  not  boen  spcdfiasDy  identified  by  Merit  (page  4- 
30).  Considering  that  the  rotate  of  water  has  act  bron  identified,  the  Service  believes  that  effects 
of  ground  staler  withdrawals  on  am  face  waters  such  aa  the  Snake  River  are  possible.  A  definitive 
determination  on  the  depiction  iiav  is  necessary  to  determine  if  consultation  oo  the  effects  of 
such  depletion*  on  bated  Colorado  River  fish  w«  be  necessary. 
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VmtitiwWtfgttdi  . _  . 

Riparian  or  dreamakte  areas  are  a  valuable  natural  resource  and  impacts  to  these  area*  snouw  pe 
avoided  wbenevor  poeabb  Riparian  areas  are  the  single  moat  productive  wiidift  habitat  type  in 
North  America  They  support  a  greeter  variety  of  wsldfift  than  any  other  b  foil  it.  Riparian 
vegetation  playi  aa  important  role  in  protecting  streams,  reducing  eroaoo  and  aednvmtataia  as 
well  ta  improving  water  quality,  maintaiauig  the  water  table,  controlling  flooding,  and  providing 
shad*  and  cover.  la  view  of  their  importance  and  relative  scarcity,  impacts  to  riparian  areas 
should  be  avoided.  According  to  page  4-39,  imparts  to  wetlands  w®  be  prevented  or  avoided  by 
use  of  the  RMP  and  404  permitting  process.  However,  the  purpose  of  a  Section  404  permit  is  for 
the  fining  of  water*  of  the  United  State*.  Therefore,  disturbance  of  a  wetland  will  not  he  avoided 
or  procreated  by  a  Section  404  permit.  If  tho  intention  of  the  above  statement  waa  to  impty 
mitigation  would  compensate  tor  wetland  impacts  this  should  be  clarified.  In  addition,  mitigation 
plane  should  be  Incorporated  in  the  Final  Eaviroruncntal  Impact  Statement  (FE1S),  to  that  they 
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Office  of  Federal  Land  Policy 
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My  9,  19» 


BiCBiyED' 


Lorry  Uiiww,  Tun  Leader 
BLM.  JUwiire  Field  Office 
1300  Hock  Thud  Strcrt 
Rswlb*.  WY  82301 
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South  Biggs  Area,  Nr»n)  G«*  Development  Project,  Draft  Eoviroamantai  Impact 
SL itencst  (DEIS) 


Dear  Mr.  Jacksoa: 

Tha  Office  km  reviewed  the  referenced  document  on  behalf  of  the  State  of  Wyo a**.  We 
*l»o  provided  the  DBS  to  all  affected  Seme  age  nek*  for  their  review,  ta  accordance  with  State 
Clearinghouse  procedure*. 

The  State  of  Wyoming  supports  the  proposed  actio*.  Timely  tad  reepoaalde  droJopocm 
of  our  mioerat  resources  •»  an  impoctaet  part  of  Wyoming’*  economic  baa*. 

W#  wish  to  htgkligkt  the  feet  that  the  Air  Quality  Technical  Support  Document  Volume  II 
references  the  Southwest  Wyoming  Techmcal  Air  Forum  (SWWYTAF)  feforroadoe  and  modetiog 
urrlnriqim  That  taforeurkm  and  modeling  have  eot  been  fmalraeri,  nor  has  the  Wyoming 
Department  of  Environmental  Quality  aatbocized  the  release  of  such  mfoaxa&oa  for  esc  in  the 
Sooth  Baggs  Area  EIS.  Either  this  Casement  ii  iocuvrect  or  lluu  Information  has  been 
Inappropriately  uttUxed. 

Also,  tho  Game  and  Fish  Department  conunesfeod  that  there  he*  bees  1««V-  eaureusicatioa 
from  BLM  and  industry  throogkoat  tha  devekpomac  of  des  project.  Given  the  lm pvnm  of  this 
erheer  range  complex,  the  State  urge*  BLM  to  cooctfeeie  ctoeaiy  with  the  Gome  and  Flak 
Deportment  to  address  theJr  concern*  and  to  injure  that  appropriate  mtigstioo  and  rectemation 
plas*  ire  incorporated  Mo  the  FEB. 

Among  comments  from  the  Stsae  Geological  Servey,  la  that  feet  that  there  are  ernxtinm  end 
selemam  coocoarmtVjnj  presets  kx  the  ttaa.  Toxic  exposure  is  a  possibility  and  cere  should  be 
taken  to  address  this  Isaac. 

Enclosed  yoe  wlB  find  the  refcre seed  letter*  from' the  Wyoming  Game  and  Flak 
Dependent,  the  State  Department  of  Envinatmeota)  Quality**  Air  Qcaflcy  Division  end  tin  feu 
Geological  Survey,  as  wefl  as  toners  from  the  State  Historic  F^eacxvado*  Office  and  the  .Sum 
Engineer’ «  OfDce.  Tbeae  tgeectes  have  provided  corrections  to  taformedoo  presented  In  the  DEIS 
for  your  ose  to  preparing  the  Final  EIS  at  accurately  as  possible.  Please  give  three  comments 
every  coaikkxaboa. 

TM*  Oflk*  w*  need  dght  copies  of  knare  iofonoadcc  aed  documents  icgasding  this 
projaa  for  distribute*  to  affected  Sum  ageade*.  Filaiig  Mmotuk  of  Uedenundir^  and  other 
worlieg  agitamenci  wkk  iatfirldca]  agaaciaa  mmuta  In  place  and  unaffected. 

The  Stats  of  Wyoming  appreciate  tfcia  nppomeuty  to  coeunont. 


CLjh 

Enclosures  (5) 


Mr.  Lnrry  Jackson 
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can  be  evaluated  for  their  eAecttveneae  in  teatoring  wetland  fonction  Rage  4-37  of  the  DEIS 
states  that  road  and  pipeline  ftcilities  win  affect  an  ettkneled  5  acres  of  wetlands.  The  Service 
agrees  with  the  DEIS  oe  page  4-42  that  if  wetlands  are  impacted,  implementation  of 
compensatory  mitigation  (the  Service  recoonends  a  1.5:1  mitigation  ratio)  prior  to  project 
construction  wifi  reduce  the  significance  of  impacts. 


Rag*  4-39  abo  sate*  dot  revegetafion  would  involve  plant  materials  that  meet  specific 
I  reclamation  objectives.  Plata  material  used  for  reclamation  objective*  should  be  Cued  in  the 
4-13  PHIS.  Kovegctatioa  of  disturbed  areas  dvould  return  the  area  to  the  original  native  vegetation 

I  community. 


The  Service  does  not  believe  that  the  DEIS  folly  diactases  the  cumulative  impacts  for  the 
proposed  project  ate*.  The  DBS  states  that  incsemantal  increases  in  cumulative  impact*  due  to 
the  project  are  nrgligjblc  for  the  black -footed  ferret,  peregrine  fklcoo  and  mountain  plover. 
Purtheonore,  the  DEIS  states  that  raptors  and  migratory  birds  only  have  a  Skeilbood  of  being 
affected  incrementally  The  DEIS  does  not  discuss  diffenmeial  hdbbat  quality  of  these  increments, 
nor  whether  foe  losses  anticipated  from  thsa  project  ate  contrfouticg  to  high  quality  habitat  loss. 
Incsemantal  losses  of  wddiite  habitat  due  to  the  proposed  project  and  in  the  surrounding  project 
area*  (i.e.  Tha  Greater  Wamsutler  n.  Continental  Divide;  Mulligan  Draw,  South  Baxter,  Brady 
Field,  various  coal  mines.  Dripping  Rock,  and  Patrick  Draw)  and  the  quaky  of  habitat  lost  need 
to  be  ct  sowed  aa  a  whole.  The  DEIS  doe*  not  offer  any  supporting  information  that  suitable 
habitat  for  wiidfic  species  is  available  hi  areas  surrounding  the  project  area.  Moreover,  the  DEIS 
should  provide  data  documenting  that  the  somxntding  areas  are  not  at  carrying  capacity  for  the 
species  doplarad  by  the  proposed  project 
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Summary  CmbbB 

la  conduskm.  the  Service  coocura  that  the  proposed  project  is  not  Gkcty  to  advendy  affect  the 
whooping  crane  or  the  swift  fax.  With  present  survey  guidefinca  dial  were  used  in  the  DBS,  the 
Service  does  not  concur  that  the  project  w®  have  no  advene  effects  to  the  mountain  plover  or  the 
black-footed  forme  AddibonaRy,  surveys  for  tage  grouse  should  adeig  lately  assess  the  use  of  tha 
project  ares  by  nestkg  hens  and  broods.  Until  buffer  zones  have  been  changed  for  raptors, 
specifically  bald  eagle  peregrine  falcon,  and  ferruginous  hawk  we  will  be  umbla  to  concur  with 
the  dctcrusnmioo  that  no  adverse  effects  to  the  bald  eagle  and  other  raptors  would  be  expected. 
Considering  the  possible  depletions  from  (he  Snake  River,  a  definitive  determination  on  the 
depletion  issue  is  ncxesaary  to  determine  if  consuharioo  on  the  affects  of  such  depletions  n#  kited 
Colorado  River  fish  w9  be  necessary 

Thank  you  for  providing  this  draft  document  so  that  we  can  improve  the  coasuhatioa  process  far 
this  and  fijture  projects.  If  ytxi  have  any  qaedrotu,  please  contact  Jerry  W'Jfcaras  of  my  staff  tl 
tha  ietterhand  address  or  phone  (307)- 772- 23  74,  eueneioa  24. 


cc:  Director,  WOFD,  Cheyenne,  WY 

Nongame  coordinator,  WGFD,  Lander.  WY 


WYOMING  STATE  GEOLOGICAL  SURVEY 
p.o.  box  tom  •  laxasce.  vyomtno  cm  i-scai 
M7065-QU  .  rnxmmt-Min 
E-MAIL-  w*g*($wtgA.uivyoxAi  «WEB:  ww». gfe-wyct edn 

st a  rr  c&oLoQisr  -  c*«k 


telCCtg_ Afewd 


ccc;  Tsrar 


MKMORAKDUk 


June  18.  1999 
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TO:  Julie  Hamilton,  Wyoming  Star*  Clearinchouaa 
FROM:  Lance  Cook,  P.G.,  State  Qeologiat 

6UBJBCT:  South  Baggs  Natural  Oaa  Development  Project  DEIB  (State 
Identifier  «  96-007) 

On  page*  1-3,  1-4,  arvd  2-19  the  Mesa  Verde  Feu  mar  inn  or  Group  should 
be  klcsa verdc  Formation  or  Oroup.  Thia  mistaka  may  appear  in  othor 
apots  aa  well.  On  page  2-25.  expected  reserve*  are  given  (or  each 
formation  in  million  cubic  foot  per  day.  This  ha*  no  moaning.  Reserves 
are  expressed  in  volume*  expected  to  be  produced,  such  aa  one  billion 
cubic  feet,  over  the  life  of  the  well,  not  as  a  daily  rate. 

The  Draft  BIS  recognize*  that  Chare  arc  uranium  resource*  in  the  area.  If 
any  of  these  well*  encounter  a  gamma  anomaly,  please  notify  the  W9G9, 
Industrial  Minerals  and  Uranium  Section.  If  uranium  la  present  at  the 
level*  indicated  in  the  Draft  EIS,  then  the  site  and  workers  should  be 
monitored  to  ensure  that  they  arc  not  exposed  to  dangeroua  level*  of 
radiation.  In  addition,  ao me  of  the  highest  concentrabona  of  aelenruro 
discovered  in  (he  United  States  arc  present  in  the  area.  The  WSGS  ha* 
correspondence  that  indicates  that  selenium  concentrabona  could  be  aa 
high  aa  in  some  areas.  Selenium  concentration*  at  that  level  are 
toxic.  Care  should  be  exercised  to  ensure  that  workers  or  wildlife  are  not 
exposed  to  toxic  concentrations  of  oeleruum. 

Thc  W8GS  has  recently  generated  a  current  analysis  of  seismicity  and 
seismic  potential  of  the  area.  A  copy  of  the  report  can  be  supplied.  The 
analysis  in  the  Draft  EIS  is  somewhat  out  of  d*r«. 

If  there  are  questions  on  our  comments,  please  direct  them  to  the 
appropriate  geologist  on  my  staff  or  to  me.  Rod  Do  Bruin  is  our 
petroleum  geologist,  Ray  Hama  is  our  expert  on  uranium,  and  Jim  Case 
handles  hazards. 
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WVOMiNG 

Game  and  Fish  Department 


June  30,  1999 


WERS191 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Rawlins  Field  Office 

Draft  Environmental  impact  Statement 

South  Baggs  Natural  Gw  Development  Project 

Stale  Identifier  Number:  96-007 

Caiboo  County 


Wyoming  Stale  Clearinghouse 
Office  of  Federal  Land  Policy 
ATTN:  luJie  Hamilton 
Horechkx  Building.  3SW 
Cheyenne,  WY  *2002 

Dear  Mi  Hamilton: 


The  staff  of  the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department  has  reviewed  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  South  Baggs  Natural  Gas  Development  Project  cm  the 
Rawlins  Field  Office.  We  offer  the  following  comments 

Operators  propose  to  drill  and  develop  approximately  50  well  locations  over  the  nexi  10 
years,  causing  about  294  acres  of  direct  site  disturbance  from  the  well  pads,  compressor  station, 
roads,  and  ppe lines  This  proposed  project  fall s  within  crucial  winter  range  for  the  Bangs  Mule 
Deer  heid  and  the  Bitter  Creek  Antelope  herd. 
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We  are  very  disappointed  in  the  lack  of  axnmanicauon  from  the  Bureau  and  nviuxry  as 
this  project  was  developed.  The  project  has  been  under  consideration  for  several  years,  and  yex 
we  have  had  very  little  opportunity  for  input  until  now.  This  project  was  outlined  during  Che 
Green  River  Basin  Advisory  Council  process  as  one  to  receive  early  and  meaningful 
involvement,  ro  order  to  avoid  conflicts  dunng  the  permitting  plww  This  involvement  did  not 
occur  until  now,  when  the  draft  of  the  Environmental  Impact  StoUaueol  has  already  been 
prepared  and  is  being  reviewed.  We  assume  that  our  comments  at  this  point  will  affect  planning, 
identification  of  issues  and  concerns,  and  development  of  alternatives  to  the  same  degree  as  if 
they  had  been  more  property  incorporated  in  earlier  phases  of  this  project. 


7-2  Although  dae  Environmental  Impact  Statement  culls  for  an  additional  50  wells  in  this 

■  area,  we  are  very  skeptical  of  this  projected  level  of  devcloptnerM-  We  have  not  reviewed  a  gas 


F*.  OP7)  177-WJO  Web  bu»  -Jfgf.  imc.  jmx 


Ms.  Julie  Hamilton 
June  30,  1999 
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Ms.  Julie  Hamilton 
June  30,  1999 
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unfortunately  the  time  for  the  shrubs  to  return  to  prebum/chain  conditions  will  probably  take 
longer  than  1 0  years.  Until  the  shrubs  return  to  pro-disturbance  conditions,  more  animals  will  be 
forced  to  use  less  winter  range,  especially  when  snow  is  deep.  The  increase  in  impacts  due  to 
slower  reclamation  to  pre-disturbance  conditions  should  be  addressed  in  the  Environmental 
Impact  Statement. 


Several  of  the  roadside  barrow  pita  within  Poison  Basin  are  infested  with  cheat  grass. 
Reclamation  efforts  should  address  this  problem  before  disturbance  frosts  drilling  occurs,  in  order 
to  prevent  the  further  spread  of  cheatgrass. 


■  An  error  was  noted  in  the  herd  unit  boundary  description.  The  west  boundary  fot  the 

7-81  Baggs  Mule  deer  herd  is  along  the  Bitter  Creek  Road,  not  Highway  430. 


In  summary,  we  cannot  overemphasize  the  importance  of  this  winter  range  complex. 
There  are  a  large  number  of  deer  that  use  it  and  some  of  these  arc  traveling  a  groat  distance  lo 
winter  m  this  area.  Other  deer  use  the  area  seasonally  us  they  move  to  other  winter  ranges.  The 
development  of  a  gas  field  in  the  middle  of  this  complex  poses  a  senous  risk  to  this  herd.  The 
Game  and  Fish  Commission’s  policy  n  lo  recommend  no  net  loss  of  crucial  winter  ranges.  We 
strongly  recommend  that  these  impacts  be  disclosed,  and  project  design  and 
roitigation/recfcunalion  activities  be  planned  to  result  in  maintenance  of  current  habitat 
availability  through  the  life  of  the  projocL 


Thank  yen  for  the  opportunity  to  comment 


Sincerely. 

GILL  W1CHERS 
DLPUTY  DIRECTOR 


BW:TC:ag 
cc:  USFWS 


Held  jo  Southwest  Wyoming  in  the  last  7  years  that  has  oot  exceeded  its  original  .irr  estimate,  as 
predicted  in  the  original  environmental  documents  We  encourage  the  Bureau  to  include  an 
alternative  and  analysis  of  the  broadest  Ibresecabie  field  development,  so  that  a  more  adequate 
consideration  of  issues,  impacts,  and  alternatives  can  be  made. 
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In  the  Bureau’s  1990  Great  Divide  Resource  Management  Plan,  on  page  45,  it  is  Slated, 
“Crucial  winter  ranges  for  all  big  game  species  will  he  protected.'*  We  interpret  this  to  mean  that 
development  can  only  occur  if  winter  range  is  protected.  The  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
estimates  the  impacts  of  this  project  will  result  in  a  reduction  of  99.4  acres  of  crucial  winter 
range  after  reclamation.  Direct  losses  to  big  game  arc  estimated  to  affect  only  7  deer  and  I  3 
an  id  ope,  although  294  acres  will  be  disturbed  over  the  10-year  construction  period.  This 
estimate  of  impact  is  based  on  the  herd  at  objective  and  the  total  amount  of  winter  range 
delineated  on  seasonal  overlays.  It  does  cot  take  into  account  any  impacts  from  additional  roads 
or  disturbance  op  the  winter  range.  We  believe  this  to  be  a  minimization  of  the  potential  impacts 
to  big  game  in  this  ares. 


jh  amwaw 

OOVtftNOP 

Department  of  Environmental  Quality 

Harachlir  ButWnfl  •  1 22  Wear  25tn  SVMt  »  Chayano*.  Wyoming  82002 
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June  25,  1999 


Through:  Julie  Hamilton.  Wyoming  Office  of  Federal  Land  Policy 


Mr.  I  any  Jackson 
USDI-Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Rawlins  Field  Office 
1 300  North  Thud  Street 
Rawlins,  WY  *2301 


7-4 


Some  areas  of  crucial  winter  range  contain  higher  densities  of  deer  in  different  year*. 
During  the  winter  of  1 996-97.  we  documented  1,117  deer  in  and  around  the  project  arc*  between 
January  and  March  (see  Wyoming  Oame  and  Fish  Department,  1996  Boggs  Deer  Job 
Completion  Report).  Maximum  mule  deer  densities  during  February  1 997  were  estimated  in 
some  areas  at  82  deer  within  1 20  acres  (0  613  deei/acro),  which  could  result  in  the  annual  loss  of 
winter  habitat  for  201  deer  if  294  acres  art  lost.  This  would  be  a  very  significant  economic  loss 
associated  with  the  value  of  these  animals  to  the  Stale.  Also,  since  it  will  take  longer  than  10 
years  for  the  sagebrush  to  return  to  predisturbwicc  conditions  (see  discussion  below),  reclamation 
benefits  will  take  longer  to  be  realized  than  is  estimated.  This  information  should  be  used  to 
more  accurately  disclose  impacts.  The  higher  habitat  loss  on  the  project  area  should  obviously 
be  mitigated  to  account  for  deer  habitat  needs  in  any  year  when  the  deer  would  need  It. 
Alternatives  to  address  that  loss  and  its  mitigation  should  be  included  in  project  planning  and 
analysis. 


Poison  BasLn  is  also  in  important  migration  corridor  for  deer  moving  west  to  winter 
range  aloag  Powder  Rim  Tills  iadicaies  that  deer  other  than  those  that  winter  In  Powder  Rim 
could  be  affected.  Wc  believe  the  impacts  to  this  important  winter  range  complex  as  a  whole 
should  be  disclosed  and  mitigated,  and  planning  should  include  alternatives  to  offset  those 
impacts.  A  description  and  analysis  of  these  impacts  should  be  included  in  ibe  Environmental 
Impact  Statement. 
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The  draft  document  estimates  the  lime  it  may  take  for  the  shruh  community  to  return  to 
present  condition  (8-15  years).  Habitat  disturbed  by  mining  in  Poison  Basin  that  ceased  in  1 966, 
and  reclaimed  between  1989-1992.  has  not  returned  10  pro -distur banco  quality  today.  The 
reclaimed  areas  consist  mainly  of  grasses  and  rabbitbrush,  with  some  small  sagebrush. 

Comments  were  made  about  using  controlled  burning  or  chaining  to  benefit  shrubs,  but 


Re:  South  Haggs  Area  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statenreni 
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Dear  Mr.  Jackson: 

The  Air  Quality  Division  (AQD)  of  the  Wyoming  Department  of  Environmental  Quality 
(WDEQ)  haa  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Staiearxci  sad  Air  Quality  Technical 
Support  Document  for  the  South  Bagg*  Area  Natural  Gas  Development  Project.  Attached  you 
wfll  find  the  Division's  specific  common**  on  (be  DEIS.  Specific  comments  on  the  Air  Quality 
Technical  Support  Document  were  also  provided  in  a  comment  letter  to  Mr.  Clare  Miller  dated 
June  24,  1999  on  the  Confine  Dial  Dividc/Wamsufler  II  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

In  the  document*  the  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  is  referred  tout  PSD  Class  II  Area  wldch  is 
incorrect.  The  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  is  defined  by  the  Wyoming  Air  Quality  Suodurde 
and  Regulations,  Section  24(c).  as  a  Class  I  area.  Although  the  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  is 
not  a  Federally  designated  Class  1  Area,  through  the  Stale  Implementation  Plan  and  Wyoming 
Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration  regulation,  the  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  is  legally 
required  to  be  managed  as  a  PSD  Class  I  Area.  The  Division  believes  that  it  is  important  to 
dbclosc  the  difference  and  differentiate  between  a  Federally  designated  Class  I  Area  and  a  PSD 
Class  I  Area. 

■  The  Division  suggests  that  in  these  documents  the  Savage  Rim  Wilderness  Area  be 
referred  10  as  a  PSD  Class  1  Area. 
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Latry  Jackson,  BLM 
South  Ba**s  DEIS 

Pxgt  2 

•  The  Division  also  proposes  that  when  discusring  Air  Quality  Related  Values  (AQRVs), 
the  phrase  'PSD  Class  I  Area*  be  changed  to  'Federally  Designated  Class  I  Area',  the 
Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  be  referred  to  os  a  'Stale  Defined  Class  I  Area',  and  the 
phrase  "PSD  Class  II  Area*  be  changed  to  “Class  II  Area*. 

1  would  like  to  bring  to  your  attention  that  as  of  10/1 5/9*  Section  8  of  the  Wyoming  Air  Quality 
Standards  and  Regulations  was  revised  to  be  cansisSenl  with  the  Federal  ozone  standards  CEP  A 
promulgated  a  revised  ambient  ozone  standard  on  7/1  S/97).  The  revision  eliminated  the  Stale's 
I -hour  ozone  standard  and  instituted  an  8-hour  ozone  standard  of  160  pg/m3. 

The  documents  disclose  that  the  Limits  of  Acceptable  Change  (LACa)  have  been  established  by. 
US  Forest  Service  policy  for  evaluating  impacts  to  Air  Quality  Related  Values  in  Wilderness 
Areas  but  fail  to  mention  that  the  LACs  are  not  regulatory  limits  or  standards.  Farhor  to  disclose 
dial  LACs  ore  col  regular ory  limits  or  standards  may  lead  the  average  reader  into  believing  chai 
an  air  quality  standard  or  limb  is  being  violated  based  on  the  results  of  the  visibility  impact 
analysis. 

The  Division  finds  i(  troubling  to  see  references  in  die  Air  Quality  Technical  Support  Document 
Volume  U  to  the  use  of  Southwest  Wyomirg  Technical  Air  Forum  (SWWYTAF)  information 
and  modeling  techniques.  If  Indeed  SWWYTAF  information  has  been  utilized,  it  is 
inappropriate  since  the  information  and  modeling  have  not  yet  been  finalized,  nor  has  WDEQ 
authorized  the  release  of  the  information  to  the  BLM  or  Earth  Tech  Inc.  for  use  in  the  Sooth 
Baggs  Area  EIS. 

If  you  should  have  questions  regarding  the  comments,  please  feel  fine  to  contact  this  office. 


Sincerely, 


PcuCiC^^t S' 


Darla  Poaer 

Visibility,  Smoke  Manogana*.  A  EIS  Cocrtnsnor 
Air  Quality  Division 

cc:  Dan  Olson,  Administrator 

Bereie  Dailey,  NSR  Program  Manager 

Mary  Throne.  Senior  Assistant  Attorney  General 


Larry  Jackson,  BLM  WDEQ-  AQDCoatments 

South  Baggs  Project  June  15,  1799 
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regulations  for  reasonably  attributable  impairment.  Therefore,  throughout  the 
dtscrnsioas  of  air  quality  related  vainc  impacts  dia  sensitive  areas  are  referred  to  as 
Federally  destgaated  Class  I  Areas,  State  defined  Class  I  Areas,  rod  Class  It  Areas.* 

The  Division  than  proposes  that  throughout  the  rest  of  the  document  wbeo  discussing  Air  CAallty 
Related  Values  (AQRVs)  that  the  phrase  “PSD Class  I  Area*  b* changed  to  “Federally  Designated  Class 
I  Area*,  the  Savag*  Run  Wildcrnsas  Area  be  referred  to  as  a  'Stale  Defined  Class  I  Area*,  arid  the  phrase 
“PSD  Class  a  Area'  be  dunged  to  “Class  It  Area*. 
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Page  4-11,  Last  Paragraph 

The  that  sentence  foils  to  mention  that  the  USFS  Limit  of  Acceptable  Change  <LAC>  should  be 
compared  to  impacts  to  the  best  visfoiltty  (la.  mean  of  the  cleanest  2flA4)  days.  Therefore  the 
comparison  of  the  ’method  4*  results  to  the  DSPS  LAC  is  misleading  The  Division  would  prefer  to  see 
the  “method  2“  results  compared  to  the  USFS  LAC  for  appropriate  disclosure  of  the  predicted  visibility 
impacts  as  cneapared  to  the  LAC. 


Page  ID,  2“  TsQ  Paragraph,  1*  SanSeare 

The  Air  Quality  Division  does  not  examine  “project-wide"  (as  in  South  Baggs  Area  Natural  Gas 
Developracot  Project)  air  quality  impacts  on  permit  applications  submitted  to  the  Drvulon.  Please 
reword,  mis  sentence  to  lead 

'.^examine  air  pall  wind  cm  ill  too  scarce  air  qualrty  Impacts.” 


Page  4-lh,  1*  Paragraph  and  Pegs  5-2,  Sarahra  3-2-2, 2“  Paragraph 

The  Division  would  like  to  point  oot  to  die  BLM  that  the  proposed  Socrti  Baggs  Area  Natural  Gas 
Development  Project  lies  outside  of  ix  BLM  Rock  Springs  District  and  thus  is  outside  of  the  existing 
NO,  tracking  area.  At  present  the  Air  Qoahty  Divlsioa’s  database  does  not  iaelude  all  of  the  reformation 
necessary  to  institute  an  emissions  tracking  system  for  the  South  Baggs  Natural  Gas  Development 
Project  as  was  done  for  the  BLM  Rock  Springs  District 


Page  D-J,  Top  of  Page 

The  Daymen  proposes  that  a  paragraph  be  la  seated  before  the  I"  foB  paragraph  oo  this  page  to 
differentiate  between  and  disclose  the  difference  between  a  Federally  designated  Clad !  Area  and  a  PSD 
Class  I  Area.  The  suggested  language  for  die  paragraph  follow*. 

"Federally  designated  Claes  I  Areas  ere  differed  boro  PSD  Class  t  Areal,  in  that  only 
Federally  designated  Class  I  Areas  ire  afforded  special  protection  with  regard  to 
visibility  impairment  by  dw  recently  signed  regional  base  rule  and  the  existing  visibility 
regulations  for  reaoorwbly  attributable  impairment  Therefore,  throughout  the 
discusses*  of  sir  quality  related  value  impacts  (he  sensitive  areas  are  referred  to  as 
Federally  designated  Class  1  Areas.  State  defined  Claes  I  Areas,  sad  Class  II  Areas.* 


The  Division  then  proposes  that  throughout  die  rest  of  the  doemneat  when  discussing  Air  Quality 
Related  Values  (AQKVi)  that  the  phrase  “PSD  Class  I  Area*  be  changed  to  'Federally  Designated  Class 
1  Ares',  the  Savage  Ran  Wilderness  Area  be  referred  to  as  a  'State  Defined  Class  I  Area*,  and  tha  phrase 
'PSD  Clam  II  Area’  be  changed  to  'Class  U  Area'. 


Larry  Jackson.  BLM  WDEQ  -  AQD  Comments 

South  Baggs  Project  June  25.  1999 
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Page 3- It.  Section  U-2- 2**  Paragraph 

As  of  10/15^1  Section  I  of  die  Wyoming  Air  Quality  Standards  anti  Regulations  was  revised  to  be 
cessment  with  the  Federal  ozone  standards  (EPA  promulgated  a  revised  ambient  ozone  standard  on 
7/18/97).  Please  add  an  additional  sentence  to  the  end  of  this  paragraph  to  read 

“The  WDEQ-AQD  revised  the  Wyoming  Air  Quality  Standards  and  Regulations  to  be 
consistent  with  the  revised  Federal  ozone  standard  on  l<Vl3>9*.* 


Page  5-1 1,  Section  J_2_2,  T*  Paragraph 

The  Savage  Rao  Wilderness  Area  Is  defined  by  the  Wyomtrq|  Air  Quality  Standards  and  Regulations. 
Section  24(c),  as  a  Class  I  area  Although  the  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  is  not  a  Federally  designated 
Chas  I  Area,  through  the  State  Implementation  Plaa  and  Wyoming  Prevention  of  Significant 
Deterioration  regulation,  the  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  b  legally  required  to  be  eiroaged  as  a  PSD 
Ctasa  I  Area  The  Division  beltcva  that  it  is  hnpertaru  to  disclose  die  difference  and  differentiate 

8—  between  being  a  Federally  designated  Class  1  Area  and  a  PSD  Clare  1  Area  The  Division  suggests  that 
-I  in  this  paragraph  the  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  be  referred  to  as  i  PSD  Ossa  I  Are.  rod  that  the 
following  sentence  should  be  Inserted  after  the  third  sentence. 

“Although  the  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  is  not  a  federally  mandated  PSD  Class  I 
area  it  has  the  legal  requirement  to  be  managed  as  a  PSD  Class  1  area  through  the 
Wyoming  Air  Qsjlrty  Standards  and  Regulations." 

The  Division  also  suggests  that  remainder  of  the  document  wag  0*  eaeepsion  of  the  air  quality  related 
value  Impact  aectioas,  be  modified  to  reflect  the  Sevege  Run  Wilderness  Area  as  a  PSD  Class  1  Are* 
aulaed  of  a  PSD  Class  If  Area. 
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Page  J-U,  Table  3-t 

As  of  KV1V9I  Section  8  of  tbn  Wyoming  Air  Qual*y  Standard*  *nd  Regulations  wt*  revised  to  be 
conaitee&t  with  tk«  Federal  ozone  standards  (EPA  promulgated  a  revised  ambient  ozone  standard  oo 
7/18/97).  The  revision  el  ini  mat  ad  the  State's  I -hour  ca&ot  standard  and  instituted  an  f-hotu  ozone 
standard  of  160  pg/mJ. 
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*-M,  V*  Paragraph,  I-  Saats*ca 

The  Air  Quality  Division  docs  not  examine  >\>fact-wvi©"  (is  in  South  Baggs  A no  Natural  Gas 
Development  Project)  air  quality  impacts  oo  permit  applications  submitted  to  the  Division.  Please 
reuiotd  this  aooCcoce  to  read 

'.  .BMraino  sir  pollutant  emission  source  air  quality  impacts." 


Page  4-12,3*  A  4*  Paragraphs 

The  Division  proposes  that  a  paragraph  be  interred  betwaao  tfca  J*  and  4*  paragraphs  on  this  page  to 
difTertmiate  between  and  duclooe  die  dlflforuAca  between  a  Federally  designated  CTa®  I  Area  and  a  PSD 
Claai  I  Area.  The  suggested  language  for  the  paragraph  follows. 

•Federally  designated  Class  1  Areas  are  different  from  PSD  Class  1  Amos,  in  that  only 
Federally  designated  Class  I  Areas  area  afforded  spec  Lai  protection  with  regard  to 
visibility  impairment  by  the  recently  signed  regional  bast  rule  and  the  existing  visibility 


Larry  Jackson,  BLM  WTJEQ  •  AQD  Comment* 

South  Baggs  Project  June  25,  1999 

PageS 


8-15 


rage  M,  2“  Paragraph 

The  first  sentence  fails  to  mention  that  toe  USFS  Limit  of  Acceptable  Cheapo  (LAC)  should  be 
compared  to  impacts  to  Che  beat  visibility  (lx.  mean  of  the  ckancat  20%)  days.  Therefore  the 
cmnpenaoo  of  the  "method  4"  remits  to  toe  USFS  LAC  ts  »UW*ding.  Tbe  Division  would  prefer  to  see 
the  "method  2*  resuks  compered,  to  the  L'SFS  LAC  for  appropriate  disclosure  of  the  predicted  viaitohry 
impacts  as  compared  to  tbe  LAC- 


Page  D-S,  1"  Ballet,  Late  Sewtcoc* 

The  Division  believes  that  this  statement  Is  incorrect  without  some  basis  for  the  statement  being 
identified  The  Division  has  found  that  in  tbe  IacrumeataJ  Emaaicm*  Tracking  Reports  for  the  BLM 
Rock  Springs  District  in  Southwest  Wyoming  that  ilia  etntaaiou  of  NO.  have  boon  increasing  Cron  the 
1997  4*  quarter  report,  which  reported  rocrementaJ  taieiou  changes  during  the  l/J/96  -  12/3  Iffl  time 
frame,  through  the  1998  4*  qoarter  report,  which  reported  toouspcatal  erntssioftj  change*  daring  the 
1/1/94  -  12/31/98  time  frame  aod  in  (he  late  report  avadubic  te  this  time. 


Pnge  D-4, 2""  Bofiet.  Last  Sentence 

The  statement  m  this  sentence  is  incorrect.  Tbe  Southwest  Wyoming  TocJmxaJ  Air  Forum 
(SWWYTAF)  has  contracted  with  Earth  Tech  Inc.  for  the  development  of  a  Seomtkry  Organic  Aerosol 
Module  for  the  CALPUFF  modal  to  enable  SWWYTAF  to  model  the  formation  of  seoemdary  organic 
aerosols  and  predict  visibility  ivnpeinnem  due  to  thoaa  aerosols.  This  module  has  undergone  preliminary 
•emkivtry  testing  and  ts  currently  awaiting  the  initiation  of  tbs  final  modd  run.  Tha  fmaJ  modal  roc  will 
be  initiated  ooc*  all  support  rag  Information  rt  provided  by  the  Earth  Tech  lr>c  and  approved  by  tha 
S  WWYTAF  Technical  Committee. 


Page  D4,  Laal  Paragraph,  I-  Sentence 

The  Air  Quality  Division  does  sot  mart  "project-wide"  (as  io  South  Baggs  Area  Natural  Cm 
Development  Project)  air  quality  impacts  oo  permit  applications  submitted  ta  the  Division  Phase 
reword  thic  sentence  to  road 

examine  air  poDmant  emirs ioa  source  air  quality  impacts." 


South  Baggs  Area  Natural  Gas  Field  Development  Final  EIS  -  April  2000 
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COMMENT  LETTERS  RECEIVED  ON  THE  DRAFT  EIS 


Larry  Jackson,  BLM  WDEQ  -  AQO  Cammcnte 

South  Baggs  Project  Ju oe  25,  1999 

Page  6 


Cumn—B  am  Air  Q»»«itT  Tfchnlc-i  Sioport  Ptwl  -  V»twl 
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Pagt  l,  4*  P*r«fripfc,  4*  Scskocc 

The  Air  Quality  Diwto*  does  not  exam imx  "pro jec*- wide"  (as  in  Continental  DrvtdoWamsuttcr  D 
Natural  Gas  Project)  sir  quality  impacts  on  permit  applications  submitted  to  the  Division.  Please  reword 
lki»  milracr  to  read 

’.jcumnc  air  pollutant  emission  source  sir  quality  impacts 


Ptft  (I,  6*  Pirtfripl 

Reference  comment  on  DEIS  for  page  3-11,  Section  3-2.2,  3-  paragraph  lor  discussion  of  the  Savage 
Ron  Wilderness  Area  ai  a  Class  I  Area.  The  Division  suggests  that  la  this  paragraph  the  Savage  Run 
Wilderness  Area  be  referred  to  as  a  PSD  Class  I  Area  and  (hat  the  following  sentence  should  be  uvxrtrd 
as  (ha  last  sentence  m  the  paragraph. 

'  Ahhoagh  the  Savage  Ron  Wilderness  Area  r*  not  a  federally  mandated  PSD  Class  1 
area,  ft  has  the  legal  requirement  to  be  sianged  as  a  PSD  Class  I  area  through  the 
Wyoming  Air  Quality  Standards  and  Refutations." 

The  Division  also  suggests  that  remainder  of  the  document,  with  the  exception  of  the  air  quality  related 
vstue  impact  sections,  be  modified  to  reflect  the  Savage  R*a  Wilderness  Are*  as  a  PSD  Class  I  Area 
instead  of  a  PSD  Class  U  Area. 
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Np  m.  7“ 

The  l/SFS  Lhn*  of  Acceptable  Change  (LAC)  should  be  compared  to  impacts  to  the  best  visibility  (i.e. 
mean  of  the  cksrast  20%)  days.  Therefore  the  comparison  of  the  "method  4"  results  to  the  USFS  LAC 
is  misleading.  Tbe  Division  would  prefer  to  sec  ibe  "method  2"  resoles  compared  to  the  USFS  LAC  for 
appropriate  disclosure  of  the  predicted  « isibitiCy  impacts  as  compared  to  the  LAC. 
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As  mentioned  hi  the  Division's  com  meal  on  the  DEIS  for  page  4-J2,  3*"  A  4k  Paragraphs,  the  Dfvisioo 
proposed  that  whea  discuss  lag  Air  Quality  Related  V  sines  (AQRVs)  that  the  phrase  ‘PSD  Ckss  1  Area* 
be  changed  to  "Federally  Designated  Class  I  Area",  the  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  be  referred  to  as  a 
"Slate  Defined  Class  1  Area*,  and  tbs  phrase  "PSD  Class  11  Aran"  be  charged  lo  "Class  tl  Area".  Tbe 
revised  language  proposal  would  apply  to  tho  2*“  sentence  in  this  bullet. 


Page  I,  4*  Paragraph,  2**  Scataaae 

Reference  comment  on  DEIS  for  page  3-1 1.  Section  3-2.2.  3-  paragraph  for  discussion  of  the  Savage 
Ran  Wilderness  Area  as  a  Class  i  Area.  The  Division  suggests  that  in  <hh  paragraph  the  Savage  Run 
Wilderness  Area  he  referred  to  as  a  PSD  Class  I  Area  and  that  tbe  following  sentence  should  be  m sorted 
as  the  2"*  to  last  sentence  In  the  paragraph. 

"Although  the  Savage  flan  Wilderness  Area  is  not  a  federally  mandated  PSD  Class  1 
area,  k  has  the  legal  requirement  to  bo  managed  as  a  PSD  Class  1  a/ca  through  the 
Wyomiog  Air  Quality  Standards  and  Regulations.'' 

The  Division  also  suggests  that  remainder  of  the  document,  with  the  exception  of  the  ait  quality  related 
valat  impact  section*,  be  modified  to  re  fleet  the  Savage  R«a  Wilderness  Area  as  a  PSD  Class  I  Area 
instead  of  a  PSD  Class  Q  Area. 


Larry  Jaduon,  BLM  WDEQ  -  AQO  Comments 

South  Baggs  Project  June  25, 1999 

Page  7 
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Page  t.  Last  Paragraph,  4*  Srateoc*  (going  rate  page  3) 

The  Air  Quality  Division  docs  not  examine  “project* wide"  (as  in  Continental  Dhrida/Wamsutt er  II 
Nalund  Gas  Project)  air  quality  impacts  on  permit  applications  submitted  to  tbe  Division.  Please  reword 
this  seat emce  to  /cad 

"...examine  arr  pc  I  la  butt  emission  sovrea  mr  qua  Iky  impacts." 
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Page  It,  Last  Paragraph,  Last &«*f*s<* 

This  sta/emrai  is  incorrect  as  the  WUEQ-AQD  continue*  to  issue  new  source  review  air  poCuunt 
are  i  toons  perm  hi  oq  a  daily  basis.  The  Division  suggests  modify  tag  the  sentence  to  read 
"^facilities  daring  the  July  I,  1993  through  April  30,  J  99 J  time  frame  in  the  air 
quality. 


Page  28,  Table  5.1  aod  Page  35,  Tabfc  5  J.  and  Page  45,  Table  5.13 

As  of  10/15/98  Section  I  of  tho  Wyoming  Air  Quality  Suada/ds  and  Regulation*  was  revised  to  he 
consistent  with  the  Federal  ozone  standards  (EPA  promulgated  a  ic vised  ambient  ozone  standard  on 
7/18/97).  Tbe  rev k ten  eliminated  the  State's  1  -boar  ozone  standard  and  instituted  aa  I -boar  ozone 
standard  of  160  ftg/m3. 
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Page  Dl-1, 7*  Paragraph,  2T*  Sc  ate  ace 

The  first  part  of  OtU  sentence  It  Incorrect.  Section  2 1(b)  of  the  Wyoming  Air  Quality  Standards  and 
Regulations  states  that  •  facility  has  24  months  to  commence  construction  aftar  approval  to  construct  or 
modify  (i.e.  perrnrt  issuance).  The  exemption  to  this  24  month  time  frame  is  only  for  a  permit  containing 
a  case- by  case  MACT  detena matkm  for  which  18  months  to  commence  construction  is  allowed  Please 
rev  ire  this  sentence  to  read 

"In  Wyoming,  a  facility  typically  Ju*  24  months  to..." 


Cflonwrtt „  Air  OH»ftr?  Twfcik*!  Sg,wii  -  YriMiJ 

Pag*  l,  2—  Paragraph,  2“  Saatrae* 

Reference  comment  oo  DEIS  for  page  3-1 1,  Section  3  2.2,  J-  pa^g/apfc  for  discussion  of  tha  Savage 
Run  Wilderness  Area  as  a  Class  f  Area.  The  Division  suggests  that  t*  this  paragraph  the  Savage  Rua 
Wilderness  Area  be  referred  lo  as  a  PSD  Class  I  Area  and  that  the  following  sentence  should  be  inserted 
as  tha  2""  to  bat  sentence  in  tba  paragraph. 

"A  I  though  the  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  b  not  a  federally  mandated  PSD  Clare  1 
area,  it  has  the  legal  requirement  to  ba  managed  as  ■  PSD  Class  I  area  through  (he 
Wyoming  Air  Quality  Stjaxiards  and  Regulation*." 

The  Division  also  suggests  that  remainder  of  tbe  document,  with  the  exception  of  tbe  air  quality  related 
value  impmn  sections,  be  modified  to  reflect  tbe  Savage  Run  Wddemos  Area  a*  a  PSD  Class  I  Area 
instead  of  a  PSD  Class  II  Area. 


8-30 

8-31 

8-32 


Larry  Jackson,  BLM  WDEQ  -  AQD  Comments 

South  Bagga  Project  June  25,  1999 

Page  8 

Page  24,  Last  Paragraph,  3*  Sentence 

The  Division  finds  it  troubling  to  see  references  to  tbe  eased  data  collection  efforts  and  simplrfiad  MM3 
modeling  activities  doc  to  (he  overlap  with  tbe  SWWYTAF  modeling  period.  This  statement  suggests 
that  information  developed  for  SWWYTAP  was  used  by  the  BLM  and  Earth  Tech  Inc.  hi  performing  tha 
modeling  for  (he  Continental  Dividc/W amsuttcr  IJ  EIS.  If  indeed  SWWYTAF  information  has  hr 
utilized,  it  n  inappropriate  since  the  Information  and  modeling  has  not  yet  been  finalized,  nor  has  WDEQ 
authorized  the  release  of  the  information  for  say  purpose. 

Page  28  -31 

These  pages  describe  Visibility  Calculation  Methods  2  a/ad  4.  Are  there  visibility  calculation  methods  I 
ami  3?  If  yes,  why  weren’t  these  calculation  methods  and  corresponding  results  disclosed  lo  the  public 
in  the  Air  Quality  Technical  Support  Document? 

Page  33,  Section  $2,  I-  Paragraph,  T -  to  Last  Srateacs 

This  sentence  foils  to  mention  that  the  USFS  Limit  of  Acceptable  Ounce  (LAC)  should  be  compered  to 
imparts  to  the  bail  visibility  <i.e.  mean  of  the  cleanest  20%)  days. 
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Page  33,  Sec  lira  52, 1"  Paragraph,  Laaf  Sentence 

The  Division  proposes  that  BLM  differentiate  between  aod  disc  lose  (be  difference  between  being  a 
Federally  designated  Class  1  Area  and  a  PSD  Class  I  Area.  The  suggested  language  for  modification 
and  an  additional  sentence  to  the  paragraph  follows. 

visibility  bt  Federally  designated  CUis  t  Areas,  which  arc  different  from  PSD  fh^t  I 
Areas,  the  goaL  applicable  in  rede  signaled  Class  l  Areas,  State  defined  Him  I  Area*, 
nor  Class  If  Areas,  Therefore,  throaghout  the  discussions  of  air  quality  related  value 
impacts  the  sensitive  areas  are  referred  to  as  Federally  designated  Class  I  Areas,  State 
defined  Class  I  Areas,  aod  Class  II.  Areas.  There  are  no  applicable  Colorado,  Wyoming, 
or  Federal  visibility  standards.  * 


The  Division  then  proposes  that  throughout  the  rest  of  the  document  when  discussing  Air  Quality 
Related  Values  (AQRVs)  that  the  phrase  "PSD  Clan  !  Area"  be  changed  to  "Federally  Designated  Class 
I  Area",  the  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  be  referred  to  as  a  "State  Def tied  Class  I  Ares",  and  the  ptrase 
"PSD  Class  II  Area"  be  changed  to  "Class  II  Area". 
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Pag*  If,  J~*  Paragraph 

The  USFS  Unit  of  Acceptable  Change  (LAC)  should  be  compared  to  impacts  to  tbe  best  visibility  (in. 
mean  of  tbe  cleanest  20%)  days.  Therefore  the  comparison  of  the  “method  4"  rcreto  to  (he  USFS  LAC 
is  misleading. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE  PARKS  A  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 
Bawu  BtnMiag  STATE  H1ST0R IC  PRESERVATION  OFFICE 

2301  Central  Aw*. 

CV/twK,  wy  13002 

(30?)  777- ?697 
FAX  (307)  777-6421 


Jun*  0,  1999 


Larry  Jackson,  few  L*te«r 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
ftawlkns  rield  Office 
1300  North  third  Street 
Rawlins.  Wf  82301 

RE:  South  baqga  Natural  Gai  Development,  Draft  Environmental  lapaet 

Statement  (State  Jdantlfier  Number:  96-007);  51 PO  6C1J6JKWO09 

Dear  Mr.  Jackson: 
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Richard  Currlt  of  ov»r  staff  has  received  infoxsMtion  concerning  tbe 
aforssrenrlonad  project.  Thank  you  for  allowing  us  the  opportunity  to  crwvnent . 

Management  of  cultural  resources  on  Bureau  of  Land  Management  ( BLM) project a  Is 
conducted  in  accordance  with  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation 
Act  and  Advisory  Council  regulation#  3*  CF*  Part  800.  Thece  regulations  call 
fox  survey,  evaluation  and  protaction  of  significant  historic  and 
archeological  aitea  prior  to  any  disturbance.  Provided  tha  BLM  follows  tha 
procedures  established  in  the  regulations,  we  have  no  objections  to  the 
project.  Specific  consents  on  the  project’s  effect  on  cultural  resource  site* 
will  ba  provided  to  tbe  B1M  when  we  review  tbe  cultural  resource  documentation 
called  Cor  in  36  CTO  Part  800. 

Plaase  refer  to  SltfO  project  control  nnoher  f0196JKM009  on  any  future 
correspondence  dealing  with  this  project.  H  yvu  be  vs  any  qumiooi  contact 
Richard  Currit  at  307-777-5497  or  ma  at  307-777-6311. 

Sincere  1  y, 


rvatlon  Offlear 

JFWtRLCi jh 
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Pag*  3,  l-  Pall  Seatenee 

The  Division  find*  it  troubling  to  tec  references  to  the  use  of  Southwest  Wyoming  Technical  Air  Forum 
(SWWYTAF)  modeling  techniques,  for  tha  reasons  stated  in  tha  comment  below 


Jim  Gcdager.  Governor 


John  T.  Keck.  Director 
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COMMENT  LETTERS  RECEIVED  ON  THE  DRAFT  EIS 


JU F-O.WXJ1X7 

Ufcp^CO«aMHT 

CcWm,  CD  *M*1 
Vole* 

 fT>P«  3W4TH*T 

TKtCofo:  2580 

bM  Ju ly  13, 1999 


Mr.  Lvtj  Jxcksoa 
Rawlina  Field  Office 
Buteui  of  T  pv^ 

PO  Box  2407  Rawli»,WY  12301-2407 


11-1 

11-2 

11-3 

11  -4  | 


Dear  Mr.  Jackjon. 

This  \cctcr  is  to  provide  comment*  oo  air  quality  related  impact*  dhcuiaod  in  the  Daft  EZS  for 
the  South  B*||s  Natural  Gas  Dcvclopiacai  Project,  the  Draft  ElS  for  the  Contnnratal  Divide 
Wamsuae«  d  Natural  Oas  Devdopatcax  Project,  sad  the  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Techni¬ 
cal  Support  Document  Continental  Dmdn/Wsmsatto  □  md  Sooth  E«|p  Natuul  Oas 
Development  Project*  (AQTSD)  As  tike  air  quality  analysis  was  laflsd  for  both  the  South  B&ggi 
aad  Cocuncntal  Divide  EES’i,  oar  comment*  boo  will  cover  both  EIS* i  as  well  as  the  AQTSD. 
General  cooccrma  a cd  issues  coffUDoo  to  all  three  docmncuti  are  covered  in  this  le«er,  wtxfle  ia- 
aoes  specific  to  each  document  are  iftachrd 

In  general  oor  msqor  concern  witii  these  OS's  is  rrgardtmg  (be  visihOiiy  tnodrUng  process  aad 
potential  visibility  impact  on  Clare  I  wilderness  areas.  The  Forest  Service's  responsibilities  to 
protect  vnkflity  in  Class  I  areas  from  advene  sir  poQatkm  impact*  were  act  forth  by  Congress  in 
the  1977  Clean  Air  Act.  Under  the  Clean  Air  Act  Areejxhnatfi,  the  Forest  Service  has  the  “affir¬ 
mative  ncspopjibfltiy"  »  protect  the  Air  Quality  Related  Values  Indodhif  visWlity  (AQRV*)  of 
the  Class  I  areas  that  wa  manage  from  ’adverse  air  poficrim  effects*.  Forest  Service  rMpoomtals- 
ties  for  The  management  ssd  protection  of  wiltVmrn.  inriufing  Class  I  wikkmesa.  are  also 
found  in  the  Wilderness  Act  of  1964  md  the  regulations  developed  to  implement  that  ao. 

The  air  quality  analysis  dcfnxainral  (using  the  eoecbodology  preferred  by  the  Forest  Service  (PS), 
National  Puk  Service  (KPS).  Wyoedng  Department  of  Environmental  Quality  (WYDEQX 
Enriroamencal  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  and  boteagcncy  Working  Group  on  Ati  Quality 
Modeling  (TWAQM)  that  visibility  tmpacu  are  above  the  Limit  of  Acceptable  Change  (level  of 
concent)  of  (ha  Forest  Service  on  8  days  ac  Bddger  WDdemcss.  7  days  atPopo  Agie  Wllderucsa. 
6  day*  at  ML  Zirtcnl  Wilderness.  6  days  at  Savage  Run  Wilderness,  4  days  at  Knwah  Wadcrocss, 
aad  1  day  at  Httpaofck  Wilderness.  However,  them  oaodetiag  result*  are  downplayed  m  The  icxi. 
and  sot  ©vea  mentioned  In  the  executive  summaries  of  the  KIS's.  Instead,  the  vitality 
methodology  showing  least  itttpdnBCtt  (of  the  five  methodologies  used  m  the  modeling  ana¬ 
lyses)  wu  aafected  as  the  Impact  to  be  diacnsxed  in  the  executive  scmmarica  of  both  ElS*  s  and 
the  eoodudonj  section  la  the  Air  Quality  Toduncal  Support  DucumeeL  In  addition,  the  wmm- 
marioa  of  viaibfliiy  isaptets  uses  the  BLM*s  level  of  concern  of  l.Odecridew,  rmiher  than  the 
Forest  Service's  level  of  concern  of  5  deoviow.  As  we  discussed  in  oor  1 1-3-97  letter  to  A1 


Ort*  foe  *•  L— d  am*  P*»y** 


_  O 
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11-12 

1 1  - 1 3| 

11-14| 

11-15' 

11-16| 


•mixnorir  aad  other  cumulative  sources)  to  tb*l  vepbdjty  and  sridic  ckpodtkm  impacts  am  be 
disclosed  to  the  public. 

Additionally.  we  would  have  Had  to  have  bad  a  mote  ccannrai  esc  of  Stakeholder  mint  md 
involvement  in  developing  and  implementing  tbe  air  quality  impacts  analysis  Them  apparently 
woe  several  protocol  sod  modeling  related  dccLrions  made  by  BCM  sod  Amoco  in  the  year-long 

pretrd  alW  the  3-1  VQtt  preS.TT.t..ry  pmnmlc  wi.  ndeaawt  (the  final  opportunity  for  sta¬ 
keholder  comment)  without  Stakeholder  notification  or  otmaeol  opportunity.  If  the  stakeholder 
process  is  to  be  tased  sococas/uUy,  there  w-iD  need  so  be  beaar  comsttmication  sad  agreement  on 
bow  viability  impairment  will  be  modrlea)  and  assessed,  before  Aat  modrfmi  begini. 

Industry  has  made  several  requests,  in  DBS  mcc&aft  regarding  other  oil  and  gas  projects,  for 
tbe  Continental  Divilt/Wamsmer  D  Air  Quality  ianpaa  analysis  protocols  to  be  considered  (he 
*rtaodsnT  that  will  be  followed  for  aO  future  oil  sod  gu  DELS  preparation.  We  do  not  support 
this  proposal,  for  the  reasons  listed  above,  ba  fact,  we  behave  tbt  development  of  the  air  quality 
section  of  these  DEI  S’ i  could  hare  boon  vastly  improved,  both  in  terms  of  how  the  stakeholder 
process  should  be  applied  and  how  technical  dats  should  We  utilised.  Nevertheless,  we  ate  hope¬ 
ful  that  chan  gee  can  be  made  betweas  draff  sod  final  EDS’*  within  tiis  sir  quality  impacts  analy¬ 
sis  that  win  enable  us  to  be  mote  confident  in  the  visibility  modeling  analysis  and  in  use  of  this 
information  m  the  future. 

Our  final  genera)  comment  applicable  to  all  three,  document!  is  that  Savage  Run  Wilderness  u 
referred  to  in  sQ  documents  as  a  rbn  jj  area,  when  is  fact  it  is  a  Wytxning  Clast  I  area.  All 
references  in  Savage  Run  in  the  documents  should  be  changed  to  reflect  Sus¬ 
ie  summary,  we  request  that  the  BLM  remodel  vixSriBty  impacts  to  ML  rfirtrl,  Rawah,  and  Sav¬ 
age  Run  wildernesses,  using  tut  ML  Ziitd  baielJee  visibility  data  (as  was  originally  deauribed 
da  tbe  modeling  protocols).  We  also  request  that  tbe  BIX  disclose  and  discuss  the  results  from 
Method  2  sad  Method  4  equally,  if  Method  4  is  to  continue  to  be  used  by  the  BIX.  We  would 
like  to  suggest  that  the  stakeholders  group  be  recoaveaed  to  disewas  (he  via  baity  protocols  to  be 
used  in  tbe  rcanalytU  to  ensure  that  the  visibility  analysis  is  dona  In  a  manaer  that  is  trek  areally 
supportable. 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  common  on  these  three  documents. 
Sincerely, 


.SSLa. 

«TTfLEI 


iLAVEanr 
1  Regional  Forester 


cc:  Potest  Supervisor,  Arapabo  Roosevelt  NF 
Forest  Siqvuvisor,  Mcfidao  Bow'  Soua  NF 
Forest  Supervisor.  Bridget  Teton  NF 
Al  Pierson.  BLM 
Bill  Yellowtail,  EPA 
Dermis  Htmsser.  WYDBQ 
Margie  Parians.  APCD,  CD  PI  IE 
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COMMENT  LETTERS  RECEIVED  ON  THE  DRAFT  EIS 


Contfawitl  DMd^WMrttor  □  DEIS  Caramertl 

p(  vs.  paragraph  3,  Kne  7:  "potential  cxistl _ *  Doci  yut  notation  the  roiult*  of  Method  2  insly- 

jiv  even  though  it  a  ranted  in  die  far  Be U  analyst  (pg  [31,  paragraph  2)  "  -dbe  combination  of 
tt*  riro  »ppro»d»ra  CMabod  2  and  Method  4)  providei  *  rea*m»ble  bradoetiri*  of  the  likeljr 
anpKTti  oa  vuibtlky."  Why  have  only  foe  results  from  the  method  with  the  least  impact  an  vitfla- 
Hty  ('method  4")  beat  (elected  to  display  to  the  pubhec 

pg  3-1,  paragraph  2:  Moch  of  (tni  soctioo  ii  jncompietp. 

-Did  not  liar  NADRatin*  at  Sink*  Canyon  or  South  Pra*.  Were  thc*e  uaed  in  your  modeling?  IT 
not,  why  nor? 

-  Did  nor  mention  (he  data  collected  by  the  USFS  Opera  Lake  (Bridger  WBdcrncas)  and  SadtUo- 
bng  Lakcd’opo  Ape  Wilderse**))  which  wa*  oaod  m  anilytn. 

-  The  modeling  alto  tued  dau  from  the  BLM  NDDN  |hc  at  Kncdale,  to  h  tbould  be  mentioDcd 
here. 

pg  4-9,  col  2.  paragraph  3: 

The  modeling  area  Koch.  Springs  surface  meteorological  data  and  T  anricr  upper  air  data.  Should 
toe  have  been  use  of  some  surface  met.  data  to  mpnhrm  the  part  of  the  CIVWaan  project  an  the 
eastern  aide  of  die  continental  divide  Uao? 


pg  4-9,  col  2.  paragraph  3: 

The  text  atoms:  The  maximum  predicted  'near  field'  air  pollutant  CO ncen natrons  occur  dose  to 
and  between  well  locations  and  would  occur  so  clcsc  to  each  well  location  that  adding  addition  si 
wells  throughout  the  Held  would  not  increase  the  overall  maxim  ora  concentrations-"  la  this 
reasons  Mc/logical? 

pg  4-19.  paragraph  2.  Lists  only  result*  from  "nsethog  4“  analysis  for  far  field  viaibttty,  even 
though  die  far  field  analyst*  nates  (pg  31)  '-.the  crantattarioa  of  the  two  approaches  (Method  2 
and  Method  4)  provides  a  reasonable  bracketing  of  dtp  Hedy  impacts  oa  visibility.*  Why  is 
■has? 


pg  4-20:  Inchaioo  of  Pincdale  Anticline 
The  Pined  ale  Anticline  project  was  speculative  when 
Match  of  1993.  However,  by  mid  199*.  the  PSnedalc 
that  the  paceoual  impacts  should  have  been  [winded 
modeling  protocols  were  not  declared  final  arstfi  late 
project  was  not  complete  and]  spring  of  1999.  there 
posate  the  Pinedale  Aatictnw-.  cmiaaioo*  into  the  cum 


project  in  cumulative  effects: 


the  work  on  this  project  sums  initialed  in 
■Cxdchse  project  was  refined  enough  to 
1 0  the  cumulative  effects  model.  As  the 
798,  ,od  (he  air  modeling  analysis  for  this 
i  ould  have  been  adequate  time  to  iacor- 
i  illative  endyrk. 


page  1  -8  The  Rawlins  Reid  office  win  exceed  dre  RMP  numbers  for  wella  in  this  EIS  if  all  of  the 
wells  are  allowed.  Will  an  amendment  to  the  RMP  be  required  to  allow  the  additional  wcUa 
prior  to  signing  of  a  ROD  for  till  document^ 


Continental  OMdalVarasatanSmA  Baggs  Air  Qaatiry  Impact  Anreanocm  Tvdurical 
Support  Document  Caaamcnu 
Vol  U  -  Far  Ptdd  Analyst 
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Oearral  Comm  rat 

The  way  the  Far  Held  analysis  was  done,  combining  toe  CoutiocntiJ  DivMe/Wamanncr  D  and 
Sooth  Baggi  Kami  gas  dcvetapromi  projects  together  in  one  analysis,  makes  icterpretarim  af 
the  ah  quality  effects  of  one  project  vs  another  itnfnuMr  to  detenuian.  The  purpose  of  this 
environ®!®  lal  docuuaen  ia  to  fatriy  jSadoae  (to  the  pehik  and  the  derision  maker)  the  effects  a f 
a  proposed  action  on  the  envixeincm-  Since  this  is  proposed  as  two  discrete  projects  sad  wiD 
result  ■  two  dadstua  documents,  combining  the  inalyms  does  ant  display  the  effects  of  etch 
project  on  the  environment.  While  we  appreciate  that  both  projects  wore  combined  to  show  the 
com ulative  impacts  of  both,  the  modeling  should  slso  ad-bras  what  percenl  of  toe  air  quality 
impacts  were  attributable  to  emissions  from  each  a  panto  proposed  action. 


1 1  -30| 


pg  15:  Calmet  wind  vectors.  This  gnptdc  needs  to  be  printed  at  a  larger  scale  to  allow  people  to 
ace  the  vectors  without  the  use  of  a  hind  lens 
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pg  27,  paragraph  1:  *000(010  receptors  are  also  placed  si  lakes  identified  by  tire  VSDA  Forest 
Service  and  the  USG5  as  the  meal  sensitive  to  scid  depoaitiaa.'  This  it  not  precisely  tine.  Some 
lung-lean  sample  lakes  were  selected  to  be  the  most  reantfvo,  while  others  simply  represent 
lakes  with  long  tans  monitoring  tires.  It  would  be  docs  accurate  to  say  "discrete  receptors  are 
also  placed  at  lakes  identified  by  the  USDA  Forest  Service  and  toe  IJSOS  aa  long-term  sample 
lakes  for  rewiring  impacts  from  acidic  deposition.’ 
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pg  29  paragraph  3:  Forest  Service  Visibility  Analyst  Sam  Copeland  finds  the  argument  on  rela¬ 
tive  humidity  (RH)  rrlatrontlrija  to  dond  cover  flawed  and  misleading.  The  paragraph  man  to 
asren  that  above  90%  relative  hnmidtty  there  are  hkety  to  be  clouds,  therefore  all  data  above 
90%  RH  should  be  diacardod  The  preaeaoe  of  clouds  does  aot  snake  visibility  more  or  teas  aen- 
tinvs  to  npainnaat.  Ia  arifotiem.  the  presence  or  lack  of  clouds  is  brelevant  to  dre  vitihilxty  ana 
lysis.  It  it  also  not  true  that  'optical  monitoring  devices  are  not  refiable  at  hrnnlflisy  values  above 
this  level*  (We  invito  the  BLM  to  provide  evidence  of  this  ttateaenu  If  they  insist  an  roaming 
it).  If  the  BLfcTi  argument  for  the  'Method  4*  Yistfadsy  barrlrrr  is  that  actual  meteorological 
conditions  and  daily  actual  vitiWirirt  should  be  used,  then  we  contend  that  actnal  relative  bu- 
nudities  should  also  be  Inchtdrd,  rod  no  data  rejected***)  the  basis  ctf  RHuniett  it  exceeds  the 
WAQM  act— Ota  levels  of  98%. 
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pg  31,  paragraph  1:  This  indicatta  that  looking  at  1995  doa  only  (method  4)  is  bettor  toau 
lookkg  at  I oeg serai  20%  cleanest  background  data  We  disagree.  The  FS  baa  always  used  the 
average  of  toe  20%  cleanest  as  the  tyrebor  by  which Jto  determine  ra.np-  Using  method  4  Is  not 
consistent  with  FS  protocols.  IWAQM  recommendations,  or  EPA's  regional  hate  tega  There 
ahoatd  he  s  better  discussion  af  toe  differ  cisocs  bet  (tore  method  2  end  method  4,  as  well  as  men¬ 


tion  of  the  hdtial  model  rots  with  mtthods  1,7.  and  5, 


_  I  Pg  31.  paragraph  2  This  stales  torn  \_foe  cumbraaijcn  af  the  two  approaches  (Method  1  and 
-  34 1  Method  4)  provides  a  reasonable  bracketing  of  toe  Khely  impacts  on  viribOay.'  However,  the 
I  El S  discloses  the  results  of  Method  4  as  the  impact  This  is  not  proper  considering  tost  Method 
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Crotstosmti  DWrWWarnaa 
Comments 

Vaf  1,  Near  FWd  Analysis 


r  Q  booth  Baggs  Air  Outilty  Techrdeal  Soppart  Docnnacnti 
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pg  ii.  last  portgraph:  Rn  on  typo  "in  dto  si  (he*. 

page?:  Msp  is  wrong..  &  shows  SotKh B kggs  project  arm m Cokndo.  II  tfcii  tup  vu 
pnxhtccd  Cram  (he  model.  the  modeling  may  doc  be  uranic.  Abo  fig, 2-3.  pg  20. 


page  3  tad  6:  There  err  auncrero*  t 
CD  HIS*  (too  table  below) 


I  wnfcin  this  sccticw  tod  (he  Sooth  Baggs  end 


Op4c*4wP^m 

ImASWuCS 

CD  SIB 

Of 

mi  tmd  A14 

■  4*y  *ar  v® 

rMJ-1 

r 

U  4»yi  jmr  m| 

MAI-4.1  . i 

k4«ys^r«ill 

_ 

ru*4 

Cnifiadtaa  Er»4«»*i— 

Mil 

S  d*ji  |v  wal  fiijptrwtl 

nt<aa4Al-l  ItVl-i 

i  4*p  pm  Uatiwi 

TWl-J 

FVrtef 

bmdrnjB 

r“to  »>■» 

to*. 

AcraticaMaa®, 

aaliWjiaMhn 

fnimj 

«  Ad-ia 

ur>* 

aafeD 

a,a,14qra 

Since  (he  general  pobbe  did  net  receive  (fa*  Mow  Fife#  Analysis  Doc,  it  is  rcoauble  to  tssumo 
(fast  the  jnrtdw  is  aot  informed  w  to  the  actual  itnpscti  dial  axe  being  aaodeW  far? 

pg  23.  paragraph  2:  The  development  Is  located  2S4aDcs  west  (set  east)  of  Rswlira.  (might  help 
-  if  Rawlioi  was  shown  on  fig.  1 . 1) 

pg  23,  section  4.1:  The  ressnetng  used  for  ^>plyia|  (he  Bsggs  dsc*  to  the  Sooth  Bigp  tnslysis 
shook!  apply  to  a  Urge  partkm  af  the  CXtfWD  ptqjocli  ares  sbo-  Therefore  ihoukJ  ow  B*||» 
dimmk  ibis  foe  pen  of  (he  CD/WII  injJyds  area. 

pg  26,  Tbl  4.1:  Table  titte  is  mHkedmg  It  impHra  jhal  (ksa  dau  is  mochored  from  (ho  pneject 
area  whes  in  fact  it  is  extrapolated  from  aevfexal  ditto* 


pg  29,  paragraph  l,  last  sentence  Were  d»c  weUt  spaced  c  maximize  pottamai  emissions? 

pg  31:  Flaring,  coasttqctiDn.  tad  btowdowp  ot  well!  to  increase  prodoctioo  should  be  inrJerird 
ia  the  cumulative  tmpec&  analysis  for  assessing  indicts  an  AQRVi.  The  axdusioo  of  temporary 
emission!  in  determining  iocremeat  coarunipUQa.  daps  not  relate  to  ctanubiire  erohrinni 
impacts  on  yw4al»iy  and  acidic  deposition  Aspocts,  aisd  these  should  be  addressed  in  tho 

document.  Bkr*%ic  wu  is  a  cootiaoal  process  for  (he  life  of  the  project,  and  emissions  from  this 
process  do  Dot  appear  id  be  addressed. 

pg  Bl-*.Tbl  Bl-U:  Table  dcjcripOoa  is  aussnoL  Deeds  to  be  labeled  betaer  to  describe  whal  is 
in  the  Cable. 

pg  Cl-3:  Why  use  Baggs  wacal  data  bore  for  wma  srnatrm  arvltikm,  when  Rock  Springs  dabs  is 
used  for  irther  CD  aaalycis? 

Appendix  E:  Copies  sra  Of  soch  poor  quality  that  they  cm  no*  bo  readf 


H-j  Oytl  2  ij  ootaistau  with  PS  protocols  for  assessing  impact  in  Cbsx  I  wilderness  aeons,  while  Meihod 
1  ,"OH|  4  is  not 
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pg  44,  paragraph  4:  Thera  aarowipdriua  may  not  be  valid  The  Bridger  rito  b  loosed  0«  the 
went  title  of  the  Coatiaemta*  Divide.  Wind  tad  atouepherie  coraStiaro  which  would  affect  tire 
weti  tide  would  Hkdy  be  djffmju  on  toe  caul  tide.  Daml  difference,  between  e**t  m)  wot 
ride  of  contromtal  divide  wiB  pUy  i*fo  thl*.  Alao,  7w  «ie«npriori  of  aaiform  coodkiou*  i«  not 
likely  due  to  topographic  fertorr  and  layering  oondrrioui 

pg  4*  and  49,  Thl  5-11:  The  ANC  amber*  ti»own  rod  modeled  for  Deep  Leks  and  Lower 
Siddletrag  Like  are  oo(  correct  la  ora  Aogiut  13. 19F7  }eoa  to  Scott  Arofioc,  wc  rerpacraed  that 
the  BLM  uro  the  Foreal  Service  lake*  data  that  we  hadjyjertouily  *cnx  to  tfaea  for  Drop  and 
Lowg  S*iMIrh*|  and  that  for  the  addle  deporitio*  cratytix  the  towuat  AWC  value  Bated  ifcoultl 
be  mad  nithe  mortrting.  The  value*  inter)  liutoad  aectato  be  average  ANC  vatoe*.  We  request 
that  too  BLM  re-model  impact*  to  there  two  lake*  neekr  the  somber*  49  tasty!  for  Deep  Late 
ANC  and  58  J  ueq/1  for  Lowe*  Saddlebag  late  ANC.  Thtae  ANC  number  cb  for  the  10%  lower 
(mott  amative)  ANC,  which  t*  uriemly  the  aoocpttble  FS  methodology  for  amatiug  impara  to 
later  when  rafficaam  motriloting  dau  exirtiL 

Table  5-11:  For  acidio  dcpontion  impact*  to  lake.,  ooiy  tbe  tnnrraochaB  vainer  rre  rbown  and 
not  the  reptatinor  with  which  they  are  derived.  Pierre  indnde  there  eqorfiour,  to  toat  the  whole 
procca  ir  trantparent 

Apcndix  C  Forest  Service  Viabthy  Analyat  Scott  Cjyt^uS  bat  ooriewed  foe  letacr  flora  Soon 
Archer  to  Joe  Scicre  regarding  toe  rejection  of  the  Mt  ZittoL  visibility  data  for  aae  m  projoctiag 
future  viriibfity  impact*  to  Ml  Ziritd  wikfenxaa.  Soo*  Copehod  ccudoctod  r  thorough  review 
of  toe  Ml  yirtod  rwplvdrvmer^-aavy  ro  ,t>  n,  lyufite  ito,  M  foe  asrertiosa  in  the  letter.  Scon 

Copeland  determined  ton  there  ia  no  valid  tear oo  to  toward  the  Ml  Zukddatt;  in  fact  data  ana- 
lyrii  ahows  that  foe  Mr  25itei  dau  bar  toe  ODBQe  font  apian,  anriinn  rod  variabakty  aa  the 
RMNPdta.  Aorlysu  andierto*  toat  the  ML  Ziriad  W*  i*  "ittble.  oonnaL  and  typical*.  In  foct 
the  only  real  diffeteoce  between  foe  dau  of  ML  Ziik*  rad  XMNP.it  that  Mt  Zhkel  data,  ahowa 
cleaner  virifaflity.  Is  addition,  dvt,  from  toe  Ml  Ziitr  Me  infocares  mcarujxil  rotative  hasidity 
(RH)  it  higher.  Both  foe  higher  RH  and  the  deaop  lii.jZBtelri*foUfty  mdiralr  foal  by 
eerotaourly  ufing  RMNP  daU  to  repteauut  Ml  ZiriraLj<te  fatore  rgibihly  Impnct  u.  Ml  Zirkel 
from  the  proponed  actios*  may  be  greatly  tmderotttaMd  Remodetiag  uaiog  foe  correct 
background  dau  rhookl  be  done  between  the  DBS  MttFElS. 
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Central  Commas:  The  propoaod  aoboc  m  Out  BIS  ( 
proposed  actum  prnarmnrl  in  fiis  Far  Held  analyst!  C 
p|  1).  This  needs  to  be  made  continent  arc 


DWk.  pg  S-3)  doss  not  ««roe  wid)  the 
lie,  pg  4>  or  the  Now  Held  analysis  (30 
L  Then  appears  to  be  confaiuis  bet- 


pf  2-11.TW2-U  Eedmesn  of  times  is  sat  cocMJtena  Ft*  srfial  is  usol  in  the  far  field  analysis. 
Then  u  numerous  1  „  eihlaltii  eociitv rod  the  Sooth  Biggs  rod  CD  BISi. 
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pf2-17,TW  2-2:  TV  t>fete«nddaouniaptdooBPC»gi«<ifc  rermsinn*  froo  oommntbai  req- 
tnrecaeci  shewn  for  pipeline  cazntnwtfan. 
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pg  I-4LTW  2-*:  Air  Quality,  Rrogt  Sesooroet,  ’Jrhfcfcs  Kzaourcta,  Fisheries,  vegrutkw  A  Wrt> 
Iroda.  WiMEfa  ml  Cnitronl  aB  bare  "NSI W  mM|reato'_evoi  far  the  no  ectson  sftenisiivc.  b  is 
not  deir  what  nritigsliaa  is  proposed  in  datable  fate  nr  quality  impaett.  Also,  if  displayed  in 
das  inaiset,  you  should  qumrxify  or  as  lent  cam  thaaro^iiiy  or  amruro  a t  midgition  required 
tor  sack  of  die  altmlivc*  so  they  can  he  ararrttd  Aldirir  awn  merits. 


1 1  -43|  pg  3-14,paagji(ih4:  Uadc  TodoctbcaSs  ia  fiamd  f*b>£ 


I  pgJ.7A.Tbl  3-24:  Is  Ait  the  moo  recent  drorevsSMIM  Most  recent  dtts  to  J  yeareold.  rod  a 
'j  "|  .^^.1  lot  of  have  kappaxed  is  that  thee.  This  cotuaocni  apises  to  mostiall  of  the  souvrooe* 

|  oodc  seedae. 


-|  -|  -451  pg  4-5.  4.2.1,  msnxiocooo.  This  section  is  mistinc 


11-46 


pg  4-7, 1711  Cm  these  impacts  be  qoaatitma' Alibi  toast  it  would  be  helpful  if  then  were 
leisure  anting  of  air  quality  Impacts  by  ahrfpimm  poteat  dedal  on  maker  has  an  Idea  of  Ac 
degree  of  relative  impact. 


u 

WYOMING 

l-Jjj 

OUTDOOR 

COUNCIL 

(N7)  m-mi  —  M«tnuf« 


Larry  Jackson,  Project  Coordinator 
EUwiin*  Pldd  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Muunmeni 
P  O.  Bo*  2407 
kUwlme,  WY  82*11-1407 


BY  PAX  307-325-4224  AND 
5-MAILrawliiu_wymai}®b4in.guv 


July  19, 1999 


•WL  IB  699 


RE:  SOUTH  BACCS  AREA  NATURAL  GAS  DEVELOPMENT 
PROJECT  DEIS 
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Dear  Larry: 

The  Wyoming  Outdoor  Council  (WOO  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  comment 
orv  the  South  Baggs  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS).  Aa  you 
know,  WOC  has  an  ongoing  interest  In  oil  and  gas  development  and  its  impacts 
in  Southwest  Wyoming  It  It  our  position  that  the  development  of  thi*  resource 
should  Dcoceed  In  a  aunner  that  protect  the  surface  resources  at  the  public 
land*.  WOC  ancouzagee  tha  BLM  to  ecmekJrr  a  conservation  alternative  and  a 
real  "no  action*  alternative  to  the  proposed  action  in  the  Final  EI5. 

WOC  worries  that  the  steady  seemingly  unstoppable  development  of  Southwest 
Wyoming  is  occurring  without  full  consideration  of  the  long  term  cumulative 
and  far  reaching  effect*  of  industrialization,  without  adequate  information 
concerning  wild  hie  and  other  resources  and  without  a  creative  consideration  of 
how  to  effectively  prevent  Irreparable  damage  lo  the  area's  wildlife,  water  and 
air  quality,  recreation  opportunities  and  scenic  values.  Even  this  relatively  small 
project,  SO  wela,  adds  to  the  incremental  cumulative  Industrialisation  of 
bouthwest  Wyoming.  This  proposed  project  far  infilling  an  existing  gas  field  is 
typical  of  the  incremental  nature  of  natural  gas  development  Unfortunately,  tha 
BLM  persists  in  analyzing  the  effect*  of  these  projects  separately  and  with  a 
piecemeal  approach.  WOC  has  no  doubt  that  as  time  goes  an,  ws  will  see 
additional  requests  and  additional  analyses  far  more  walls  in  the  South  Bans 
and  Creator /Blue  Gap  fields.  We  urge  tha  BLM,  before  approving  this  prefect,  to 
fulfill  the  mandate  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  to  analyse  the 
direct,  indirect  and  cumulative  effects  of  natural  gas  development  and  make  a 
decision  based  on  sound  science  and  the  best  available  material  The  BLM  may 
not  make  a  decision  for  this  project  until  it  knows  and  disclosed  the  full  range  of 
effects  of  the  proposed  development 

THE  BLM  MUST  PROTECT  THE  SURFACE  RESOURCES  OF  THE  PUBLIC 
LANDS. 
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Pursuant  to  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA),  43  U-S.C.  §§ 
1701  to  1754,  the  BLM  must  protect  the  public  land.  According  to  Section 
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1732(b)(  emphasis  added).  In  managing  the  public  lands  the  Secretary  shall,  by 
regulation  or  otherwise,  take  any  action  necessary  to  prevent  unnecessary  or 
undue  degradation  of  the  lands.'  Additionally,  die  BLM  shall  manage  its 
resources  under  the  principles  of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield.  43  U.S.C.  § 
1732(a).  FLPMA  defines  'multiple  use’  as  the  management  of  the  public  lands 
to: 
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[Blest  meet  the  present  and  future  needs  of  the  American  people;  making 
the  most  judicious  use  of  the  land  for  some  or  all  of  these  resources  or 
related  services  over  areas  Urge  enough  to  provide  sufficient  Utitnde  for 
periodic  adjustments  in  use  to  conform  to  changing  needs  and  conditions; 
the  use  of  some  land  tor  less  than  all  of  fixe  resources;  a  combination  of 
balanced  and  diverse  resource  uses  that  takes  into  account  the  longterm 
needs  of  future  generations  for  renewable  and  nonrenewable  resources, 
including,  but  not  limited  Co,  recreation,  range,  timber,  minerals, 
watershed,  wildlife  and  fish,  and  natural  scenic,  scientific  and  historical 
valuer,  and  harmonious  and  coordinated  management  of  the  various 
resources  without  permanent  Impairment  of  the  productivity  of  the  land 
and  the  quality  of  the  environment  with  consideration  being  given  to  the 
relative  values  of  the  resources  and  not  necessarily  to  the  combination  of 
uses  that  will  grve  the  greatest  economic  return  or  the  greatest  unit 
output. 

43  US.C  §  1702(c). 


Following  this  direction,  multiple  use  for  the  South  Sages  area  would  imply 
planning  and  pacing  natural  gas  development  to  “provide  sufficient  Latitude  for 
periodic  adjustments  in  us#  to  conform  to  changing  needs  and  conditions.' 
Especially  given  toe  extensive  natural  gas  development  throughout  Southwest 
Wyoming,  it  is  essential  that  the  BLM  provide  'sufficient  latitude"  to  ensure  that 
ind  ustnal  development  does  not  overwhelm  all  the  other  resources.  In  other 
words,  by  committing  vast  stretches  of  Southwest  Wyoming  to  industrialization, 
the  BLM  will  not  be  able  to  provide  for  the  long-term  needs  of  future 
generations.  Clearly,  the  American  public  has  expressed  a  desire  and  need  to 
sustain  wildlife,  dean  water  and  air  and  the  full  range  of  recreation 
opportunities.  The  BLM  must  balance  these  needs  with  the  development  of 
natural  gas  in  Southwest  Wyoming.  The  BLM  must  not  allow  these  invaluable 
surface  resources  to  be  impaired  or  degraded  to  achieve  tha  greatest  economic 
return  and  unit  output  for  toe  oil  and  gas  operators. 

More  specifically,  BLMj  regulations  detail  the  agency’s  responsibilities 
regarding  oil  and  gas  development.  The  regulations,  at  43  CTJL  §  31612,  state 
(emphasis  added): 

The  authorized  officer  is  authorized  and  directed  to  approve  . . . 
development  or  production  of  ml  and  gas. . .  to  require  compliance  with 
lease  terms,  with  the  regulations  in  this  title  and  ail  other  applicable 
regulations  promulgated  under  the  died  laws;  and  to  require  that  all 
operations  be  conducted  in  a  manner  which  protects  other  natural 
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resource*  and  the  environmental  quality,  protects  life  end  property  and 
results  in  toe  maximum  ultimate  recovery  of  oil  and  gas  with  minimum 
waste  and  with  minimum  adverse  effect  on  the  ultimate  recovery  of  other 
mineral  resources. . . .  Before  approving  operations  an  leasehold,  the 
authorized  officer  shall  determine  that  the  lease  Is  in  effect,  that  acceptable 
bond  coverage  has  been  provided  and  that  the  proposed  plan  of 
operations  is  sound  both  from  a  technical  and  environmental 
standpoint. 


We  understand  industry's  view  that  this  rule  requires  maximum  ultimate 
recovery.  However,  you  cannot  ignore  the  preceding  phrase  that  requires 
protection  of  natural  resources  and  environment  quality.  The  regulation  dearly 
requires  protection  of  the  environment  AND  maximum  ultimate  recovery,  thus, 
the  duty  to  protect  the  environment  is  a  precedent  limitation  on  maximum 
ultimate  recovery. 


Even  more  specifically,  the  Standard  Lease  Terms  at  Section  6,  state  (emphasis 
added): 


Lessee  shall  conduct  operations  In  a  manner  that  minimizes  adverse 
impacts  to  the  land,  air,  and  water,  to  cultural,  biological,  visual,  and 
other  resources,  and  to  other  land  users  or  users. ...  To  the  extent 
consistent  with  lease  rights  granted,  such  measures  may  indude,  but  are 
not  limited  to,  modification  to  siting  or  design  of  facilities,  timing  of 
operations,  and  specification  of  interim  and  final  reclamation  measures. 
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Thus,  the  BLM  hag  ample  authority  to  require  oil  and  gas  exploration  and 
development  to  proceed  only  in  a  manner  that  protects  all  other  natural 
nsources  and  environmental  quality.  Moreover,  regarding  the  protection  on 
plant  and  animal  species  that  are  protected  by,  or  may  need  the  protection  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act,  the  BLM  must  take  affirmative  steps  to  protect  these 
species.  16  US.C.  §  1531(c).  Because  that  the  Impacts  of  development  on  wildlife 
are  largely  unknown,  the  BLM  should  proceed  with  enough  latitude  in  the  pace 
and  spacing  of  development  to  make  adjustments  to  wildlife  needs.  Given  this 
clear  and  ample  authority  to  protect  surface  resources,  and  the  importance  and 
sensitivity  of  the  resources  in  the  South  Baggs  area,  we  ask  that  you  re-examine 
the  alternatives  for  this  project  and  the  effects  of  this  project.  We  ask  that 
consider  fewer  wells  and  phased  development 


GIVEN  THE  BLM’s  OBLIGATIONS  TO  PROTECT  SURFACE  RESOURCES 
THE  BLM  SHOULD  CONSIDER  A  NATURAL  RESOURCE  PROTECTION 
ALTERNATIVE, 
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Because  we  know  that  the  South  Baggs  area  contains  crudal  wildlife  habitat 
including  crucial  winter  range  (97.9  %  of  the  project  area  is  crucial  mule  deer  and 
antelope  winter  range!),  raptor  concentrations  and  potential  threatened, 
endangered  and  sensitive  (TES)  habitat,  and  because  the  sage  grouse  is  a 
sensitive  species  requiring  special  consideration  and  protection,  the  BLM  must 
take  a  hard  look  at  an  alternative  that  emphasizes  specific  measures  to  protect 
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alternative*.  In  number  two  of  the  40  Meet  Asked  Questions,  4$  Fed.  Reg.  18026 
(1981),  the  CEQ  states: 

In  determining  the  scope  of  alternatives  to  be  considered,  the  emphasis  is 
on  what  is  "reasonable*  rather  than  on  whether  the  proponent  or  applicant 
tikes  or  is  itself  capable  of  carrying  out  a  particular  alternative.  Reasonable 
alternatives  Include  those  that  are  practical  or  feasible  from  the  technical 
and  economic  standpoint  and  using  common  sense,  rather  than  simply 
desirable  from  the  standpoint  of  the  applicant 

Number  two  of  the  40  Questions  continues,  "JaJn  alternative  that  is  outside  the 
legal  jurisdiction  of  the  lead  agency  must  still  be  analyzed  in  the  EIS  if  it  is 
reasonable.  A  potential  conflict  with  local  or  federal  law  does  not  necessarily 
render  an  alternative  unreasonable,  although  such  conflicts  must  be  considered." 
Therefore,  even  if  the  law  precluded  BLM  from  limiting  development,  it  should 
still  consider  In  detail  a  conservation  alternative. 
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Recently,  the  IBLA,  in  Southern  Utah  Wilderness  Alliance  et  at.,  144  IB  LA  70, 
supported  the  BLM  in  fully  analyzing  the  impacts  of  oil  and  gas  development  on 
desert  bighorn  sheep  even  though  the  RMP  and  the  lease  did  not  even 
acknowledge  the  presence  of  the  sheep.  Further,  the  IBLA  supported  the  BLM  in 
providing  protection  for  the  sheep  in  order  to  "avoid  unnecessary  and  undue 
degradation  of  the  public  lands."  144  IBLA  at  74.  In  approving  me  AID  for  the 
well,  the  BLM  attached  conditions  of  approval  that  significantly  expanded  the 
protections  afforded  the  sheep  compared  to  the  protections  included  in  the  RMP 
and  lease. 


We  ask  the  BLM  to  perform  the  same  level  of  analysis  and  provide  the 
appropriate  levels  of  protection  here.  The  BLM  stould  fully  analyze  the  impacts 
of  oil  and  gas  on  all  the  surface  resources  of  the  South  Baggs  area,  should  fully 
consider  a  conservation  alternative  that  incorporates  a  wide  array  of  resource 
protective  measures  and  the  BLM  should  include  stringent  protection  for  the 
surface  resources  in  approving  any  and  all  APDs. 


No  Action  Alternative 
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The  ELM  must  consider  a  no  action  alternative  that  provides  a  baseline  look  at 
the  effects  of  not  approving  the  proposed  project.  Without  a  baseline  to  compare 
the  effects  of  the  projects  to  not  allowing  the  project  the  BLM  risk  failing  to  meet 
NEPA's  requirement  to  give  the  project  a  hard  look.  Without  consideration  of  a 
real  no  action  alternative,  die  DEIS  is  fatally  flawed.  In  this  DEIS,  the  BLM  has 
mistakenly  chosen  a  no  action  alternative  that  represents  continuation  of  natural 
gas  development  based  on  caae-by-case  analyses.  Instead,  the  no  action 
alternative  should  describe  no  further  development  in  the  South  Baggs  field. 


Consideration  and  thorough  analysis  of  the  no  action  alternative  is  required 
under  NEPA.  This  requirement  is  spelled  out  in  the  Council  on  Environmental 
Quality  regulations,  40  CFR  1502.14(d).  According  to  40  CJ.R.  1502.14, 
alternatives  are  the  "heart  of  the  environmental  impact  statement"  An  EB 
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the  surface  resources  of  the  South  Baggs  area.  We  ask  the  BLM  to  develop  and 
analyze  an  alternative  that  would  provide  greater  protection  for  sensitive 
resources  and  values  affected  by  impact*  from  natural  gas  development 
activities.  Under  this  alternative  BLM  would  prohibit,  for  example,  development 
in  visually  sensitive  areas;  in  crucial  big  game  winter  range  and  birthing  areas; 
within  1  mile  of  active  raptor  nests,  breeding  areas,  and  winter  range;  within 
wetlands,  riparian,  and  floodplains;  on  steep  slopes  and  sensitive  soils;  within 
1/2  mile  of  open  water  course*;  in  areas  containing  sensitive  cultural  resources 
or  spiritual  sites;  in  potential  bUck-footed  ferret  habitat;  in  ACECs  and  WSAa, 
and  within  1  mile  of  residences. 


should  present  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposal  and  the  alternatives  in 
comparative  form,  thus  sharply  defining  the  issues  and  providing  a  dear  basis 
for  choice  among  options  by  the  decisionmaker  and  the  public.  Consequently, 
the  no  action  alternative  that  analyzes  what  would  happen  if  the  agency  took  no 
action  must  be  included  and  may  not  be  eliminated  from  detailed  study.  See  40 
C-FJL  1502.14(d). 

As  explained  by  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  in  the  40 
Questions,  "it  is  difficult  to  dunk  of  a  situation  where  it  would  not  be  appropriate 
to  address  a  'no  action’  alternative."  In  feet 
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The  Continental  Divide /Wamautter  II  DEIS  provide*  for  protection  of  Sensitive 
Resource  Areas  (SRAs).  SR  As  include  areas  with  stabilized  sand  dunes,  raptor 
nesting  areas,  crudal  habitat,  cultural  resource  sites,  residential  areas  and  Visual 
Resource  Areas.  Why  doesn't  the  South  Baggs  provide  for  the  same  kind  of 
protection? 

Rather  dun  limiting  its  analysis  of  wildlife  impacts  to  disturbed  acres,  the  DEIS 
should  consider  well  densities  and  the  wildlife  habitat  value  of  the  acres  to  be 
disturbed.  Not  every  acre  is  of  equal  value  to  wildlife  and  the  BLM  must  insure 
that  it  protects  Important  wildlife  habitat  rather  than  merely  limiting  the  number 
of  acres  that  can  be  disturbed. 
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In  a  conservation  alternative,  the  BLM  should  consider  concentrated 
development  facilities  as  a  means  to  minimize  surface  impacts.  By  concentrating 
compressor  stations  and  other  gas  related  facilities  in  one  location  the  impacts  to 
the  environment  may  be  lessened. 

For  protection  of  sage  grouse,  the  EIS  should  consider  modifying  livestock 
grazing  practices  to  offset  impacts  to  grouse  from  natural  gas  development. 
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A  conservation  alternative  that  includes  measures  to  protect  the  unique  wildlife, 
scenic,  water  and  air  quality  and  other  resources  of  the  South  Baggs  area  is 
within  the  BLM’s  jurisdiction  and  is  certainly  a  reasonable  alternative  that  must 
be  considered  under  NEPA.  It  is  reasonable  because  the  BLM  has  a  duty  to 
protect  the  natural  resources  of  the  public  land*  and  the  South  Baggs  ares 
contains  outstanding  and  irreplaceable  wildlife  and  other  natural  resources. 
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Even  if  toe  BLM  is  still  concerned  that  it  does  not  have  the  authority  to  impose 
environmental  protection  measures  00  leaseholders  it  nonetheless  has  the 
responsibility  under  NEPA  to  consider  a  conservation  alternative  in  the  EB. 
Alternatives  are  toe  heart  of  an  EIS.  40  C-FJL  §  1502.14.  An  EE  'should  present 
the  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposal  and  the  alternatives  in  comparative 
form,  thus  sharply  denning  the  issues  and  providing  a  clear  basis  for  choice 
among  options  by  the  decisionmaker  and  the  public."  40CFJL®  150Z14. 
According  to  NEPA’*  regulations,  the  BLM  (hall  "include  reasonable  alternatives 
not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  lead  agency."  The  Council  on  Environmental 
Quality  (CEQ)  has  further  explained  NEPA*  requirement  to  consider  reasonable 
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[T]he  regulations  require  the  analysis  of  the  no  action  alternative  even  if  the 
agency  is  under  a  court  order  or  legislative  command  to  act-  This  analysis 
provides  a  benchmark,  enabling  decks kaunakers  to  compare  the  magnitude 
of  environmental  effects  of  the  action  alternatives.  It  is  also  an  example  of 
a  reasonable  alternative  outside  the  jurisdiction  of  the  agency  which  must 
be  analyzed.  Section  1502.14(c)....  Inclusion  of  such  an  analysis  in  the  EIS  is 
necessary  to  Inform  the  Congress,  the  public  and  the  President  as 
intended  by  NEPA. 


Section  1500.1(a)  46  Fed.  Reg.  18026  (1981).  NEPA'*  Forty  Most  Asked  Questions. 
Question  3  (emphasis  added). 


Thus,  an  EB  must  indude  the  no  action  benchmark  to  enable  dedsionmakers  to 
determine  if  the  project  will  have  a  significant  impart.  The  BLM  must  analyze 
and  disclose  what  would  happen  in  the  South  Baggs  area  if  no  additional  wells, 
roods,  pipeline*,  etc.  were  allowed?  What  would  be  the  effects  on  the  area'* 
wfldlifa,  water  quality,  recreational  opportunities,  cultural  resources,  etc.,  if  no 
•ebon  was  taken?  What  benefits  would  accrue  to  the  study  area  If  things  were 
left  alone  and  no  more  natural  gas  development  occurred?  The  BLM  must  study 
and  disclose  the  effects  of  a  real  no  action  alternative  In  toe  Final  EIS. 


THIS  ACTION  MUST  COMPLY  WITH  THE  RMP 


According  to  FLPMA,  at  43  U.S.C.  §  1732(aX*mpha*i»  added): 

The  Secretary  shall  manage  the  public  lands  under  principles  of  multiple 
use  and  sustained  yield.  In  accordance  with  the  land  «*«  plant  developed 
by  him  under  section  1712  of  this  title  when  they  are  available,  except  mat 
where  a  tract  of  such  public  land  has  been  dedicated  to  specific  usee 
according  to  any  other  provisions  of  law  it  shall  be  managed  in 
accordance  with  such  few. 

The  project  must  comply  with  all  toe  requirements  of  toe  land  use  plan.  If  the 
BLM  relies  on  mitigation  measures  to  make  this  project  comply  with  the  RMP. 
the  agency  must  insure  that  those  mitigation  measures  are  performed  and  are 
effective. 
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CUMULATIVE  EFFECTS 
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As  you  know,  WOC  has  long  argued  that  the  BLM  should  perform  an  EB  to 
analyze  the  cumulative  effects  of  oil  and  gas  development  tn  Southwest 
Wyoming.  This  project  is  yet  another  example  of  why  such  a  study  is  needed. 
The  BLM  does  not  have  adequate  data  and  has  not  performed  adequate  studies 
to  understand  the  impacts  of  this  project  let  alone  the  impacts  of  all  the 
development  projects  in  Southwest  Wyoming.  The  Information  base  on  wildlife 
impacts  la  inadequate  to  develop  a  plan  to  assure  die  future  viability  of  antelope, 
ellg.  sage  grouse,  mule  deer,  mountain  plovers,  raptors  and  other  wildlife.  We 
should  understand  the  cumulative  impacts  to  wildlife  species  such  as  the  sage 
grouse  before  they  get  to  the  point  where  they  require  protection  under  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  We  should  understand  the  cumulative  impacts  to  all 
natural  resources  before  permitting  more  and  more  wells  in  the  area. 


Regardless  of  the  need  (or  a  region-wide  assessment,  the  Final  EIS  should  clearly 
identify  the  cumulative  efforts  analysis  area  for  each  resource  considered.  For  air 
quality,  all  existing,  proposed,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  emission 
sources  in  the  Greater  Green  River  Basin  should  be  considered  (please  see  our 
comments  on  air  quality).  For  wildlife,  the  analysis  should  determine  whether 
significance  criteria  established  in  previous  FIS»  will  be  exceeded. 


PRIVATE  LANDS 


Cumulative  effects  analysis  may  not  be  limited  to  public  land;  the  BLM  is  obliged 
to  analyze  cumulative  impacts  of  actions  on  private  lands,  and  its  effect  on  public 
resources.  The  EIS  must  analyze  and  disclose  die  effects  of  development  of 
private  lands  in  the  area.  NEPA  regulations  define  "cumulative  impact"  as:  "the 
impact  on  the  environment  which  results  from  the  incremental  impact  of  the 
action  when  added  to  other  past,  present,  and  reasonable  foreseeable  future 
action  regardless  of  what  agency  (Federal  or  nonfederal)  or  person  undertakes 
such  other  actions.  Cumulative  impacts  can  result  from  individually  minor  but 
collectively  significant  actions  taking  place  over  a  period  of  time.'  40  C.F.R.  § 
1508.7. 
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We  request  that  the  EIS  detail  and  analyze  the  effects  of  all  other  projects  (BLM, 
other  federal  agencies,  state,  private,  or  otherwise)  that  would  lead  to  cumulative 
effects  in  and  around  the  analysis  area.  The  EIS  must  consider  past,  present,  and 
reasonable  foreseeable  future  action  on  surrounding  private  lands. 


For  every  issue  presented  in  the  DEB,  the  BLM  must  consider  the  direct,  indirect 
and  cumulative  impacts  on  private  lands.  This  is  especially  true  for  cumulative 
efforts  and  species  protected  by  the  Endangered  Species  Act  The  BLM  should 
add  extra  protection  for  all  surface  resources  on  federal  land  given  the  effects  of 
development  on  non- federal  lands.  Additionally,  development  on  federal  lands 
will  encourage  development  on  non-fed  oral  lands.  The  EIS  must  consider  the 
effect  of  encouraging  and  facilitating  development 
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WOC  would  like  to  see  the  BLM  commit  to  verifying  the  implementation  and 
effectiveness  of  all  proposed  mitigation.  If  the  mitigation  is  either  not  being 
Implemented  or  Is  not  effective  the  BLM  must  either  stop  the  damaging  activity 
or  require  affective  measures  to  prevent  resource  damage.  Moreover,  the  BLM 
should  make  all  monitoring  and  mitigation  results  available  tor  public  and 
independent  scientific  review 


AIR  QUALITY 
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Emissions  from  oil  and  gas  production  and  transmission  activities  are  significant 
sources  of  atmospheric  pollutants  including  NOx  and  VOCa  such  as  benzene  and 
toluene,  known  carcinogens.  In  southwestern  Wyoming,  emissions  from  oil  and 
gas  operations  are  causing  or  have  the  potential  to  cause  acidification  of  sensitive 
alpine  lakes  and  significant  visibility  impairment  in  nationally  significant 
wilderness  areas.  Emissions  from  the  Continental  Divide/  Wamsutter  D 
(CD  /WE)  and  the  South  Baggs  gas  development  project  will  adversely  impact 
air  quality. 


Cumulative  Effects 
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While  we  appreciate  the  BLM's  efforts  to  show  the  cumulative  effects  of  the 
South  Baggs  and  CD/WE  projects  on  air  quality,  we  would  also  like  to  know  the 
specific  atr quality  effects  ol  CD/WE  and  South  Baggs  separately.  Without  the 
separation  of  the  two  projects  we  cannot  determine  how  much  of  the  impacts  are 
attributable  to  each  project.  Additionally,  the  Pinedale  Anticline  natural  gas 
development  project,  with  700  -1,000  projected  wells,  should  be  included  in  the 
cumulative  effects  analysis. 
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WOC  asks  the  BLM  to  Include  construction,  flaring  and  blowdown  emissions  in 
the  cumulative  air  quality  analysis.  These  temporary  emissions  can  have  impacts 
on  visibility  and  acidification  of  sensitive  lakes.  These  sources  cannot  be  ignored 
in  the  cumulative  analysis  without  misleading  the  public  as  to  the  real  impacts  of 
natural  gas  development 


Visibility  Impacts 
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As  you  know,  WOC  has  a  long-standing  interest  in  and  concerns  about  the 
incremental  effects  of  natural  gas  development  in  Southwest  Wyoming  on  the 
protected  air  sheds  of  the  surrounding  mountains  and  Wilderness  areas. 
According  to  the  combined  air  quality  analysis,  the  visibility  impacts  of  this 
project  and  the  CD/WE  Natural  Gas  Development  Project  exceed  the  Limit  of 
Acceptable  Change  established  by  the  U.S.  Forest  Servire.  The  limit  will  be 
exceeded  on  8  days  in  the  Bridger  Wilderness,  7  days  in  the  Popo  Agi* 
Wilderness,  6  days  in  the  ML  Zirkei  Wilderness.  6  days  in  the  Savage  Run 
Wilderness  (which  is  improperly  described  as  a  Class  E  area),  4  days  in  the 
Rawah  Wilderness  and  1  day  in  the  Fitzpatrick  Wilderness  (CD/WE  DEB).  Add 
these  days  to  the  impairment  from  the  Jonah  fields,  the  Pinedale  Anticline, 
Stagecoach  Draw,  etc.,  and  Wyoming  risks  losing  its  spectacular  and  world 
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Similarly,  the  BLM  must  consider  the  impacts  of  granting  rights  of  way  through 
norv- federal  lands.  The  establishment  of  a  ROW  is  a  federal  action  significantly 
effecting  the  environment  and  is  connected  to  the  proposed  project  on  federal 
land. 


MONITORING  AND  MITIGATION  PLANS  ARE  INADEQUATE 
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In  the  context  of  an  EIS,  an  agency  is  required  to  discuss  the  extent  to  which 
adverse  effects  can  be  avoided  by  mitigation  measures.  "A  mere  listing  of 
mitigation  measures  is  insufficient  to  qualify  as  the  reasoned  discussion  required 
by  the  NEPA."  Northwest  Indian  Cemetery  Protective  Assoc,  v.  Peterson,  795  Fid 
688, 697  (9th  Cir.  1986).  Moreover,  the  adequacy  of  mitigation  measures  must  be 
supported  by  substantial  evidence  and  must  have  been  found  to  be  sufficiently 
supported  when  based  an  studies  conducted  by  the  agency.  National  Audition 
Society  v.  Hoffman.  132  Fid  7  (2d  Or.  1997). 

Under  NEPA  the  BLM  must  use  the  best  available  and  current  information  in 
making  resource  management  decisions.  The  agerxty  must  know  what  it  is  doing 
and  must  fell  (he  public  what  it  is  doing-  NEPA  regulations  require  that  public 
information  be  of  "high  quality"  because  "(ajocurato  scientific  analysis,  expert 
agency  comments,  and  public  scrutiny  are  essentia]  to  implementing  NEPA." 
Idaho  Sporting  Congress  v.  Thomas,  137  F_3d  1146  (9th  Or.  1998;  40  GFJL  § 
1500.1(b). 
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The  monitoring  plan  outlined  in  the  DEIS  Is  not  based  an  high  quality  accurate 
scientific  analysis  and  is  inadequate  to  support  the  proposed  mitigation  plan. 
The  proposed  monitoring  is  too  little,  too  infrequently  With  Inadequate 
monitoring,  the  effects  of  development  will  go  unheeded  and  thus  will  not 
trigger  mitigation. 
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The  BLM  must  have  more  information  regarding  wildlife  in  the  South  Baggs  area 
before  it  can  tailor  monitoring  and  mitigation  plans  for  this  project.  The  plans 
must  be  able  to  withstand  rigorous  scientific  scrutiny.  Specifically  the  BLM 
needs  more  information  of  sage  grouse,  their  numbers  and  distribution,  crucial 
winter  range  use,  the  presence  of  TES  species  and  the  cumulative  effects  of  this 
and  all  the  other  proposed  projects  in  the  ranges  of  die  species  found  in  the 
South  Baggs  area.  The  BLM  must  know  and  disclose  what  the  effects  will  be  and 
must  plan  for  effective  mitigation  before  making  the  decision  to  approve  this 
project 
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BLM's  previous  failures  (e.g.  SW  Resource  Evaluation;  FonteneDe  Infill  "core 
team",  Jonah  E  wildlife  considerations)  to  meet  stated  commitments  for 
monitoring  and  mitigation  leave  us  with  little  confidence  that  the  proposed  plans 
for  South  Baggs  will  be  carried  out  We  are  left  with  no  guarantee  that  the 
mitigation  measures  specific  to  this  project  will  be  implemented.  This  is 
especially  true  and  troubling  in  light  of  BLM's  interpretation  that  mitigation  can 
only  be  encouraged  as  voluntary  actions  by  operators.  In  general,  mitigation  is 
left  up  to  the  good  will  of  the  operators,  hardly  a  situation  that  inspire* 
confidence  in  the  implementation  and  effectiveness  of  the  proposed  mitigation. 
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famous  views.  However,  the  DEIS  downplays  and  ignores  these  results  at  toe 
12-25  same  time  the  BLM  uses  questionable  methods  to  achieve  these  results. 

Strikingly,  the  BLM  used  the  level  of  concern  of  1.0  dedview  rather  than  the 
a  r.  ~r>  agreed  upon  Forest  Service  -5  dedview  level  of  concern.  The  BLM  must 
I  e.~d.'0  recalculate  the  level  of  impairment  using  the  fi  dedview  figure. 
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It  is  also  disconcerting  that  the  BLM  shares  industry’s  preferred  method  (Method 
4)  rather  than  sharing  the  Forest  Service,  National  Park  Service,  EPA.  IWAQM 
and  Wyoming  DEOfe  preferred  method  (Method  2).  Not  surprisingly.  Method  4 
results  in  toe  lowest  end  of  impacts.  How  does  the  BLM  ropport  the  statements 
that  Method  4  is'tnore  refined"  and  results  in  "more  realistic  estimates?"  If  this 
Is  the  case,  why  do  the  other  agencies  prefer  Method  2 ?  And  why  would  toe 
BLM  prefer  a  method  that  only  uses  one  year  of  baseline  visibility  data  versus  a 
5-year  average?  Surely  a  broader  baseline  is  more  supportable  than  one  year  of 
data?  The  BLM  further  confuses  the  public  by  combining  the  two  models 
without  disclosing  their  results  separately  and  then  choosing  to  display  extiy  the 
results  from  Method  4  that  diminish  the  visibility  impacts.  We  ask  the  BLM  to 
use  Method  2  for  tire  Final  EIS. 


I  WOC  also  questions  the  BLM's  rejection  of  toe  Ml  Zirkei  visibility  background 
data  in  favor  of  the  Rocky  Mountain  National  Park  data.  The  visibility  impacts 
should  be  re-assessed  using  Mt  Zirkei 's  background. 
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We  aak  that  the  BLM  re-do  this  analysis  for  the  Final  EIS  and  addresa  our 
concerns  listed  above  and  any  other  concerns  brought  to  the  BLM's  attention  by 
other  commenters.  Moreover,  because  this  project  will  result  in  impairment  of 
Class  I  airsheds,  the  BLM  must  insure  that  adequate  mitigation  measures  are  in 
place  to  offset  this  degradation. 


Specific  Recommendations 
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•  Ambient  air  quality  stations  should  be  installed  in  the  project  area  near  major 
sources  of  NOx,  S02  and  VOCs.  With  such  information,  toe  BLM  and  Wyoming 
DEQ  could  determine  whetW  emissions  are  meeting  national  and  Wyoming 
ambient  air  quality  standards.  Without  this  information,  all  that  is  available  are 
untested  assumptions. 
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■  Additional  ambient  air  quality  stations  should  be  installed  for  hazardous  air 
pollutants  such  as  benzene,  toluene,  xylene,  n-hexane,  etc  Dehydrator  units  and 
condensate  tanks  are  major  sources  of  these  hazardous  air  pollutants.  Employees 
and  the  public  should  be  made  aware  of  the  risk  of  exposure  to  HAPs. 
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•  Permits  and  best  available  pollution  control  should  be  required  on  all  sources 
of  volatile  organic  compounds  (VOQ  and  hazardous  air  pollutants  (HAP),  not 
merely  those  that  emit  in  excess  of  50  TPY  VOC  and  25  TRY  HAP.  The  UFO’s 
existing  policy  excepting  there  smaller  sources  results  tn  significant  emissions 
that  could  easily  be  controlled  by  readily  available  pollution  control 
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technologies.  It  is  possible  and  feasible  to  eliminate  VOC  and  HAP  emlMions 
from  oil  and  gas  production  operations. 

WATER  QUALITY 

12-34 

The  Final  EB  should  indicate  existing  and  proposed  water  quality  standards  for 
each  surface  water  proposed  a*  a  receiver  for  produced  water.  The  EIS  should 
note  that  1)  Wyoming  is  in  the  process  of  revising  its  water  quality  standards 
(Water  Quality  Rules  Chapter  1),  and  2)  that  many  existing  classifications  are 
incorrect  and  illegal  because  they  fail  to  protect  existing  and  attainable  uses  and 
provide  basic  aquatic  life  protections.  For  example,  all  waters  in  the  South  Baggs 
area  presently  designated  Claas  4  do  not  contain  the  appropriate  and  legally 
required  aquatic  life  criteria.  All  such  waters  must  be  protected  at  a  minimum 
for  aquatic  life  unless  and  until  a  use  attainability  analysis  (approved  by  DBQ 
and  EPA  after  a  public  hearing)  demonstrates  the  use  is  not  attainable. 
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The  EIS  should  note  that  under  EPA  water  quality  regulations  at  40  CJFJL  § 
122.4(1),  point  source  discharges  are  not  authorized  into  "water  quality  limited 
segments"  identified  on  the  state's  section  303(d)  list  The  BLM  should  insure 
that  there  will  be  no  point  source  discharges  into  303(d)  waters  as  a  result  of  this 
project. 
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The  BLM  should  insure  that  the  project  conforms  to  the  Proposed  Strategy  for  a 
Unified  Watershed  Approach  to  Federal  land  and  Resource  Management. 

WILDLIFE 
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This  project  will  have  significant  impacts  on  wildlife  inducting  big  game  and 
raptors.  The  loss  of  thousands  of  acres  of  crucial  winter  range  is  dearly 
significant.  The  impacts  of  this  and  surrounding  projects  are  potentially 
degrading  Southwest  Wyoming's  sagebrush  ecosystem  and  all  the  species  that 
rely  on  that  system.  If  the  sage  grouse  Is  any  indication,  which  of  course  it  is,  our 
sagebrush  steppe  ecosystems  are  showing  signs  of  failure.  Reclamation  of 
sagebrush  is  notoriously  difficult  and  may  take  many  decades  to  achieve  Thus, 
this  project  may  be  a  devastating  blow  to  the  sagebrush  ecosystem  m  the  area. 

The  BLM  has  a  duty  to  do  ail  it  can  to  prevent  the  continued  degradation  of  this 
archetypal  Western  landscape. 
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As  we  emphasize  throughout  these  comments,  the  BLM  must  have  adequate, 
sound  date  and  analyses  before  making  such  serious  and  potentially  damaging 
decisions.  The  BLM  must  know  what  the  impacts  will  be  to  all  of  the  species 
found  in  the  area  Including  small  mammals,  reptiles,  birds,  fish  and  amphibians. 
The  BLM  should  also  consider  the  impacts  to  species  potentially  found  in  the 
area  such  as  swift  fox,  black  footed  ferrets,  mountain  plovers,  etc. 
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We  encourage  the  BLM  to  follow  the  example  of  the  Pined  ale  Anticline  project 
and  gather  good  baseline  date  before  placing  the  area's  wildlife  in  tire  midst  of 
an  industrial  landscape. 
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Sage  CrottM 

Throughout  its  rang*  in  the  West,  the  dedin*  of  sage  grouse  is  occurring  at  an 
alarming  rate.  As  the  current  sage  grouse  studies  point  consistently  to  the  decline 
In  numbers  and  distribution  of  sage  grouse  throughout  its  range,  mere  is  a  real 
possibility  that  a  petition  to  list  the  grouse  under  the  Endangered  Specie*  Act 
will  be  submitted  in  the  near  future.  Gas  development  including  well-field 
roads,  well  pads  and  associated  noise  can  easily  cause  abandonment  of  a  sage 
grouse  lek  and  it*  associated  breeding  grounds.  Once  a  lek  is  abandoned,  the 
■age  grouse  do  not  necessarily  begin  anew  most  likely  ftiey  will  simply  perish. 
As  more  wells,  pipelines  and  other  infrastructure  are  constructed  without 
appropriate  buffer  zones,  it  will  become  more  and  more  difficult  to  impose  any 
necessary  controls  on  a  post-hoc  basis. 

The  BLM  should  prohibit  surface  disturbance  within  2  miles  of  a  lek  and  should 
field  survey  each  lek  to  determine  where  in  fact  the  birds  are  nesting.  It  may 
well  be  that  2  miles  is  not  enough  and  that  further  protection  is  warranted.  The 
BLM  should  also  consider  sage  grouse  mitigation  in  addition  to  buffer  zones 
such  as  muffling  the  noise  of  compressors,  eliminating  raptor  perches  and 
modifying  livestock  grazing. 

Moreover,  the  BLM  has  a  duty  to  know  and  disc  War  the  effects  of  oil  and  gas 
development  on  sage  grouse.  Intuitively,  it  seems  that  gas  development  would 
significantly  affect  sage  grouse  breeding,  nesting  and  chick  rearing.  The  BLM 
should  know  exactly  what  the  impacts  of  this  development  will  be  including  the 
impacts  of  noise  on  sage  grouse. 

Mountain  Plover 

Now  that  the  US.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS)  has  proposed  the  mountain 
plover  for  listing  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  the  BLM  must  both  confer 
with  the  FWS  and  use  die  current  survey  guidelines  for  mountain  plovers.  The 
tuning  of  well  pad  preparation  and  subsequent  drilling  activity  should  protect 
nesting  plovers.  Plovers  drawn  to  the  cleared  off  well  pad  as  a  nestingRrte 
should  not  be  later  threatened  or  destroyed  by  development  activity.  The  BLM 
should  fashion  stringent  protective  measures  for  the  plover.  The  Knal  EIS  must 
direct  more  attention  to  the  impacts  on  plovers,  and  on  prairie  dog  towns,  and 
how  they  will  be  protected. 

Pronghorn  and  Mule  Deer 

WOC  is  very  concerned  about  the  toss  of  crucial  big  game  winter  range  Winter 
range  te  one  of  the  most  limiting  factor  for  deer  ana  antelope.  The  loss  of  crucial 
winter  range  will  have  long  term  devastating  effects  on  wildlife.  Given  that 
almost  98  percent  of  the  project  area  is  crucial  winter  range,  it's  hard  to  believe 
the  DBS's  conclusion  that  this  protect  will  result  in  no  significant  direct,  indirect, 
or  cumulative  impact*.  The  BLM  must  support  this  statement  with  accurate,  up- 
to-date  data.  Wildlife  and  hunting  opportunities  are  valuable  resource*  in  the 
project  area.  The  BLM  should  develop  an  alternative  that  protects  crucial  winter 
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range.  Additionally,  the  BLM  should  survey,  map  and  analyze  the  fences  in  the 
project  area  to  determine  if  fence  removal  could  mitigate  harm  to  the  area's 
pronghorn  and  deer. 


Black  Footed  i  errs  I 
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The  BLM  should  follow  the  FWS  guidelines  for  Black  Footed  Ferret  surveys.  The 
BLM  should  survey  all  areas  within  half  a  mile  of  a  prairie  dog  town  for  Black 
Footed  Ferrets.  As  with  the  mountain  plovers,  the  connections  between  ferrets 
and  prairie  dogs  must  be  given  adequate  consideration  in  the  Final  EIS. 


Bird* 
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Pits  should  be  netted  or  when  possible  contained  in  tanks.  Flagging  Is  ineffective 
to  keep  birds  out  of  pits. 


CULTURAL  RESOURCES 
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The  BLM  should  initiate  consultation  and  field  trips  with  Native  American 
Indians  in  order  to  identify  and  fashion  protection  for  significant  traditional 
cultural  and  spiritual  sites  In  the  project  area.  These  sites  must  be  protected  from 
development  impacts.  Working  with  the  tribes  requires  affirmative  action  on  the 
part  of  BLM.  Sending  letter*  Is  not  adequate  to  Insure  tribal  participation  in 
identifying  and  protecting  cultural  resources.  The  BLM  should  visit  with  the 
tribes,  should  arrange  field  trips  including  providing  transportation  and 
compensation.  The  BLM  must  not  ignore  its  trust  duties  to  the  tribes  and  its 
duties  under  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act.  Please  list  in  the  EIS  the 
specific  steps  that  were  taken  to  solicit  the  input  of  the  Tribes. 
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In  sum,  we  urge  the  BLM  to  do  ail  it  can  to  protect  the  wildlife,  water  and  air 
quality,  scenic  values  and  recreational  opportunities  in  the  South  Baggs  area.  We 
ask  the  BLM  to  change  its  emphasis  from  encouraging  and  facilitating  industrial 
development  to  steward ing  our  dwindling  natural  resources.  The  BLM  has  an 
opportunity  and  a  duty  to  creatively  tailor  natural  gas  development  in  a  manner 
that  minimizes  impact*  to  other  resource*.  WOC  asks  that  the  BLM  seize  that 
opportunity  rather  than  continuing  with  the  business  as  usual  "open  for 
business"  rubber  stamp  approach  to  mineral  development  Thank  you  for 
considering  our  comments. 


Sincerely, 

Caroline  Byrd 


13  Wyoomg  Outdoor  Connell  -  South  Baggs  DEB  Comments 


UNTIED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 
REOtoH  a 

•W  U"*  STREET  -  sum.  SM 
DENVER.  co  ■nm-  lx* 


•U.  2  2  8gg 

Rrf  BEPR-BP 

"A  aitp  mail 

Larry  Jackson,  Project  Coordinator 
Rawlins  Field  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.  O.  Box  2407 
Rawlins,  WY  82301-2407 

Re:  EPA  Comments  on  DEIS  for  South 
Baggs  Natural  Gas  Development 
Project 


Dear  Mr.  Jackson: 

Pursuant  to  the  May  21,  1999  Federal  Rcnater  Notice  and  in  accordance 
with  our  responsibilities  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA) 
and  Section  309  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  (CAA),  Region  VU  of  the  U.  S. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  [EPA)  has  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  far  the  Sooth  Baggs  Area  Natural  Oats  Project.  Based 
on  that  review,  EPA  has  prepared  comment*  that  should  be  addressed  in  the 
Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (PEIS). 

The  DEIS  analyze*  the  potential  environmental  impact*  of  expanded 
natural  gas  development  in  the  South  Baggs  Natural  Oas  Production  Area, 
located  in  Carbon  County,  approximately  3  miles  west  of  Baggs,  WY.  The 
project  is  proposed  by  Merit  Energy  Company  (Merit)  of  Dallas,  TX  The  project 
area  covers  approximately  12,352  acres  (10,067  Federal,  and  2,285  private 
surface).  Merit  has  proposed  to  drill  and  develop  SO  natural  gas  wells  in  the 
project  area  over  the  next  ten  years.  There  will  be  additional  development 
activities  including  access  roads,  pipelines,  and  ancillary  farflftlea.  One 
compressor  station  would  be  constructed  under  all  alternatives.  The  existing 
surface  disturbance  in  the  project  area  fa  275  acres,  including  85  acre*  of 
roads,  45  acres  of  pipelines,  a  3 -acre  compressor  site  and  meter  Matron,  and 
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80  acres  of  uranium  mining.  Approximately  16S  acre*  of  the  275  acre*  are 
being  reclaimed.  The  proposed  action  would  add  294  acres  to  existing 
disturbance  for  a  total  of  404  acre*  (a««tniiT»e  that  the  reclamation  of  165 
acres  is  successful). 


The  DEIS  evaluates  (bur  alternative  actions:  1)  Merit’s  proposal  far  50 
wells;  2)  Alternative  A,  drill  and  develop  40  new  wells;  3)  Alternative  B, 
maximum  development  of  90  new  wefis,  and  4)  No  Action,  defined  on  page  2-3< 
to  deny  the  proposed  action.  But,  case- by-case  development  would  be  allowed 
using  Application  for  Permit  to  Drill  (APD)  and  right-of-wgy  (ROW)  analyses. 

Potential  Impacts  and  Mitigation.  The  South  Baggs  DEIS  provides  an 
analysis  of  the  potential  impacts  associated  with  continued  natural  gs* 
development  in  this  area  of  Wyoming.  Table  2-4  on  pages  2-4 1  to  2-46  and 
Chapter  4  provide  analysis  of  potential  impacts  sswv-iarerf  with  this  gas 
development  project.  This  Table  2-4  and  Chapter  4  assume  effective 
implementation  of  project-wide  mitigation  measures  presented  in  Section  2. 1.4 
(Project-Wide  Mitigation  Measures  and  Procedure*).  These  measures,  phis 
those  ran  twined  in  Appendix  A  (Standard  Mitigation  Guidelines)  and  Appendix 
B  (Reclamation  Recommendations),  are  considered  adequate  to  avoid  or 
minimise  environmental  harm.  The  BLM  Authorized  Officer  (AO)  is  assigned 
the  responsibility  of  nuiriny  site-specific  mitigation  determinations  on  a  case- 
by-case  basis.  There  are  a  number  of  potentially  significant  impacts  associated 
with  this  gas  development  project  including  air  quality  degradation,  water 
quality  Impacts,  soil  erosion,  wildlife  displacement,  «"d  wetland*  impacts 
should  any  of  the  proposed  mitigation  measures  fail  in  the  level  of 
protectiveness  currently  assumed. 
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EPA  recorn  mends  that  BLM  develop  an  Adaptive  Environmental 
Management  Plan  (AEMP)  to  be  incorporated  into  the  Final  EIS  (PEIS)  as  a 
method  of  verifying  implementation,  measuring  the  success  rale  of  proposed 
measures,  and  making  appropriate  numwraHnnr  to  mitigation  measures  baaed 
on  actual  pcribrmance.  This  AEMP  concept  is  discussed  further  in  our 
attached  detailed  comments. 


Air  Quality  Cauai.  We  are  pleased  that  a  comprehensive  air  quality 
analysis  of  gas  development  projects,  including  Continental  Divide /Wamsu tier 
II  and  South  Baggs,  *ti  prepared  to  disclose  the  potential  direct,  indirect,  and 
cumulative  impacts  of  these  projects  and  other  emission  sources  in  the 
cumulative  impact  assessment  area.  The  cooperative  effort  of  preparing  an 
analytical  protocol  was  very  useful  in  ensuring  multi-interest  partidpatioa. 
Because  of  the  significance  of  this  modeling  work  in  relation  to  the  Southwest 
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Wyoming  Technical  Air  Forum  air  modeling  protocol,  the  Air  Quality  Technical 
Report  and  the  CALMET/CAiPUFF  model  application  must  be  technically 
sound.  Wc  have  some  concerns  about  the  assumptions  and  methods  used  in 
the  modeling  **  noted  in  the  attachment  These  concerns  have  already  been 
discussed  with  the  BLM  in  a  conference  call  on  July  20,  1999.  After  reviewing 
the  DEIS,  the  Air  Qualify  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  and  the 
modeling  flics  for  the  Fur-Field  Analysis,  it  is  apparent  that  some  visibility 
degradation  in  Class  I  Areas  of  the  modeling  domain  will  occur  due  to 
emission*  from  the  gas  well  development  at  Continental  DMde/Wanuuttcr  II 
and  South  Baggs.  The  actual  amount  of  degradation  to  be  expected  is 
unknown  at  this  tune  due  to  the  need  (or  clarification  of  asaumptioc.s  and 
methods.  However,  on  page  37,  Table  5-4  of  the  Air  Quality  Technical  Support 
Document  (Far-  Field  Analysis]  Indira  res  that  potential  visibility  degradation  at 
greater  than  0.5  dedview  level  ranges  from  8  days  at  the  Bridget -Teton 
Wilderness  to  J  d^y  at  the  Fitzpatrick  Wilderness.  The  amount  of  potential 
degradation  from  the  South  Baggs  Production  Area  is  not  separately  displayed. 
The  range  or  potential  impairment  of  visibility  m  Class  i  areas  is  not  frilly 
discussed  m  the  DEIS.  Instead  the  DEIS  uses  Table  5-6  from  Che  Air  Quality 
Technical  Report  as  the  basis  for  the  air  quality  discussion.  This  Table  5-6 
appears  in  the  DEIS,  Appendix  D,  as  Table  D  3  and  is  the  proponents' 
preferred  method  of  displaying  the  potential  visibility  degradation.  This  Table 
D-3  presents  the  minimum  number  of  days  of  potential  degradation. 
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Because  of  the  potential  far  visibility  degradation  in  Class  1  Areas,  the 
cost  and  effectiveness  of  mitigation  measures  needs  to  be  addressed  in  the 
Final  EIS.  The  public  and  the  decision-maker  have  insufficient  information  to 
support  a  decision  on  mitigation  measures  to  offset  potential  degradation  of 
visibility  due  to  gas  development  in  this  part  of  Wyoming,  As  noted  above, 
mitigation  measures  selected  to  address  air  quality  concerns  should  also  be 
monitored,  evaluated,  and  modified  under  a  formal  Adaptive  Environmental 
Management  Plan  (AEMP). 


Hating.  Baaed  on  EPA's  national  rating  system,  the  South  Baggs  Area 
□as  Development  Project  DEIS  will  he  listed  in  the  Federal  Register  as  catego 
EC-2,  Environmental  Concerns.  Insufficient  Information.  This  rating  means 
that  EPA  has  identified  environmental  concerns  with  the  potential  Impacts  of 
die  proposed  project  and  the  mitigation  measures. 


TOR  THE  SOOTH  KAtiQS  AKEA  QAS  DgQKtiOFMmrr  PkOJICT 
JCLTfia.  IW4 


APAfTtVE  MAWAOkMEHT 


Rather  titan  depend  on  a  communication  process  between  BLM  and 
Operators  to  ensure  adequate  mitigation  measures  are  implemented  for  the 
South  Baggs  Gas  Project,  EPA  recommends  that  BLM  develop  a  formal 
Adaptive  Environmental  Management  Plan  (AEMP)  to  be  Included  in  tbe  FE IS 
as  the  method  to  verify  tbe  efficacy  of  pro  pxwed  mirths  hrm  measures. 
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An  AXMP  la  a  process  to  Increase  the  speed  at  which,  managers  learn 
from  their  decisions  about  resources  and  bow  drvetoproenl  activities  affect 
them.  Tbe  process  generally  consists  of  several  basic  step*  including:  a) 
defining  the  natural  resource  protection  objectives;  b)  identifying  tbe 
unimpacled  and  sustainability  thresholds;  c)  monitoring  of  ecosystem 
responses  ro  generate  feedback;  d)  using  past  experience;  <4  including  multiple 
stakeholders;  f)  documenting  information  and  actions;  and  g)  adjusting 
management  practices  based  on  trarntng  experience*.  For  further  information 
on  AP.MP,  please  are  R.  A.  Carpenter,  “The  Case  for  Continuous  Monitoring  and 
Adaptive  Management  Under  NEPA",  in  Environmental  Ptili--v  fnrl  NFPA.  R_ 
Clark  and  L  Canter,  ed.,  St  Luce  Press,  1997,  pages  163-180. 


We  understand  that  an  ABUT  can  have  differing  levels  of  effort  and  costs. 
Generally,  there  are  three  possible  options  foriudiDg  reactive,  piastre,  or 
active.  The  following  Is  a  suggested  budget  and  organization  outitoc  for  three 
different  levels  of  AKMPa: 


A]  "Reactive  Management*  flan,  the  least  cost  option: 

Organizational  Ayraarementa-  Establish  one  tntra-agcDcy  technical  work 
group  consisting  of  BLM  and  cooperating  agencies’  scientists  and  natural 
resource  economists. 

Process.  Provide  a  small  budget  sod  resources  needed  to  nizmfxor 
selected  key  ecosystem  indicators  managed  by  the  intra-agency  work, 
group. 

Imlenendent  Science  Review  Proposed  plans  and  actions  could  be  made 
available  to  various  stakeholder*.  These  stakeholders  could  acquire 
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COMMENT  LETTERS  RECEIVED  ON  THE  DRAFT  EIS 


Independent  scientific  review  and  provide  tbti  information  In  the  ierra- 
agency  work  group 

Public  Aaxw  and  Review.  Provide  key  documents  in  draff  form  to 
interested  stakeholders. 

B)  ‘Pawfvc  Management"  Han,  next  mld-tere}  cost  option: 

Qrsanlrarkma]  Arranwmmu  Establish  two  technical  work  groups:  1)  An 
intra-agency  technical  work  group  of  BCM  and  cooperating  agencies' 
scientists  and  natural  resource  economists;  and  2J  An  extra-ageing  work 
group  of  independent  aoenUsts  and  natural  resource  economists. 

Process.  Make  various  manayxncflt  documents,  including  monitoring  of 
environmesual  conditions  and  proposed  resource  management  plans, 
available  for  saentifle  review  when  developed  in  a  draft  stage.  Direct  the 
extra-agency  scientists  work  group  to  independently  propose  monitoring 
of  unspoiled  conditions  and  means  to  determine  if  such  coodituxts 
remain  unspoiled. 

Independent  Science  Review.  Seek  pro-btmo  peer  review  to  be  managed 
by  the  Natural  Resources  Committee  of  the  National  Academy  of 
Sciences,  provide  budget  for  work  of  the  extra-agency  science  work 
group 


Public  Access  and  Review.  Provide  key  documents  in  draft  form  to 
interested  suicehelderx  and  bold  infrequent  public  meetings  at  critical 
decision  points. 

C)  ‘Active  Management*  Plan  or  the  high  ccst  option: 

Organisational  Arranrrmento  Establish  three  technical  work  groups  1) 
An  intra-agony  technical  work  group  of  BLM  and  cooperating  agencies' 
scientists  and  natural  resource  economists;  2)  An  antra  agency  work, 
group  of  indepeadent  scientists  and  natural  resource  economists;  and  3) 
A  science  center  of  contracted  specialists  in  the  environmental  sciences 
and  the  natural  resource  economists. 

Eekesj-  Make  various  management  documents  including  monitoring  of 
environmental  conditions  and  proposed  resource  management  plan  9 
available  for  scientific  review  when  developed  in  a  draft  stage.  Direct  the 
extra-agency  scientists'  work  group  to  independently  propose  monitoring 
of  unspoiled  conditions  and  means  to  determine  if  such  conditions 
remain  unspoiled.  Assure  the  science  center  staff  conducts  academically 

2 


peer-reviewed  reports  on  the  effectiveness  of  mitigation  measures  to 
htWtve  the  non-degradation  and  restoration  objectives. 

ItidcneudCTt  Science  Review.  Obtain  srimtiflr  peer  review  managed  by 
the  Natural  Resources  Committee  of  the  National  Academy  of  Sciences. 
Budget  and  implement  the  work  of  both  the  extra-agency  science  work 
group  and  the  permanently  established  science  center. 

EafaUC  Access  and  Rpvipw-  Proride  kzydoeotaen  Is  in  draft  farm  to 
interested  stakeholders  and  hold  frequent,  perhaps  quarterly,  public 
meetings  to  maintain  an  ongoing  interaction  with  the  public  in  all 
aspects  of  managing  the  South  Bagga  Oas  Development  Project. 


We  recommend  that  the  Pinal  EtS  outline  the  various  adaptive 
management  options  fachidlng  strength  and  benefits  of  those  options.  The 
Preferred  Alternative  should  contain  the  essence  of  an  effective  and  efficient 
AEMP  including  the  involvement  of  multiple  stakeholders,  available  budgets, 
meeting  frequenciea,  and  the  use  of  independent  scientific  review  of  mitigation 
measures.  A  selection  of  an  AEMP  should  be  announced  in  the  Record  of 
Decision. 


Amommct 

EPA  has  completed  an  analysis  of  the  air  quality  modeling  approach  and 
results  discussed  In  the  Technical  Report  and  DEIS.  Regardless  of  methods 
selected  l  METHOD  2  or  METHOD  A)  to  indicate  the  potential  for  visibility 
degradation  in  Class  I  Areas  of  the  modeling  domain,  there  is  a  high  potential 
for  degradation.  Therefore,  effective  mitigation  measures  need  to  be  defined  to 
oO-oet  tills  potential  degradation.  The  following  comments  arc  specific  to  the 
Technical  Support  Document  and  the  CaLMET/CALPUFF  Model. 

XffituitolsuppffliPccmBcit 
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1.  Page  6,  Winter  Scaling  Factor.  The  Winter  Scaling  Factor  and  the  Non- 
winter  Scaling  Factors  for  the  Jonah  wells  are  significantly  lower  than  for 
other  fields.  Please  explain  this  difference  and  bow  the  factor  will  affect 
well  emissions. 
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2  Page  39,  Third  Paragraph,  Please  explain  the  reason  for  excluding  the 
tranannssometer  data  on  exceedance  day  (Julian  Day  l*f>)  at  Brklger, 
Ftlrpatrick,  and  Fopo  Agle.  What  type  of  •weather’  was  occurring  ?  How 
does  excluding  a  data  point  on  an  exceedance  day  contribute  to  adequate 
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characterization,  art  conditions  and  taquuxs? 

3.  Page  39,  "Number  or  Invalid  Days".  As  shown  in  this  Table,  the  r».,.niy>T 
of  invalid  days,  for  the  tranxmlssometer  data  was  apprcaomatciy  25%  of 

.  the  year.  This  information  should  be  included  In  the  FE18  as  a  factor 
that  could  lead  to  an  underestimation  of  potential  impacts. 

gAfcMHYCALPUFF  MODELING  CONCERNS 

4.  MM3  Predicted  and  Observed  Precipitation  Data.  The  CD/WD,  South 
Bagga  documentation  states  that  both  observed  and  UM5  predicted 
precipitation  data  were  used  in  CALMET  to  generate  the  precipitation 
fields.  The  MM5  precipitation  patterns  and  amounts  Hkefy  d/ml  match 
the  observed  values.  Spct-tfytng  both  of  these  data,  sources  as  input  to 
CALMBTT  can  potentially  result  in  double  counting  of  the  precipitation 
This  would  overstate  the  wet  scavenging  of  pollutants  and  understate  the 
concentration  and  visibility  impacts  at  sensitive  receptor  areas.  If  MM5 
predicted  precipitation  estimates  are  to  be  used.  Him  they  must  be 
evaluated  against  the  observed  values  to  justify  their  use: 

5.  Kinematic  Effects  Treatment.  The  CD/WU,  South  Baggs  CALMET 
modeling  did  not  specify  the  option  to  creai  Hn/mahr  Affaffg  aueh  as 
blocking,  deflection  and  channeling  of  wind  flow  by  complex  terrain. 
Please  provide  justification  for  the  fill  lire  to  consider  these  effects  in  the 
CALMET  modeL 

6.  Incomplete  Meteorological  Database.  The  CD/WII,  South  Baggs  CALMET 
modeling  used  less  than  half  the  available  observed  surface 
meteorological  data  for  the  study  area.  Such  data  arc  available  in  the 
SWWYTAF  database  prepared  by  Air  Resources  Specialist  for  Calm  ST 
modeling.  The  Remote  Automatic  Weather  Station  (RAWS)  and  the 
Wyoming  Department  of  Transportation  sites  were  excluded.  The 
justification  was  that  these  data  were  not  collected  for  the  specific 
purpose  of  modeling.  However,  such  data  wero  used  In  the  Mount  Zirket 
Visibility  Study  and.  other  CALMET  mode  ting  studies  in  the  region.  The 
standard  National  Weather  Station  (NWS)  dam  used  in  the  CD/WU, 

South  Baggs  CALMET  modeling  were  not  collected  for  modeling.  The 
CD/WU,  South  Bagga  CALMET  modeling  should  use  all  data  available 
and  provide  specific,  defensible  rationale  for  any  data  exclusion. 

7.  Puff  Splitting.  Quit  o$  the  greatest  technical  limitations  of  CALPUFP  far 
far -field  modeling  in  complex  terrain  is  using  a  constant  wind  to  advert 
the  puff  despite  the  horizontal  grid  ceil  extern  of  the  puff  and  wind 
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variability  in  vertical  layers.  CALPUFF5  has  a  puff  splitting  algorithm  to 
partly  address  this  issue.  During  periods  of  high  wind  shear,  the  puff  is 
split  to  allow  two  portions  to  be  advected  in  different  directions.  The 
CD/WU.  South  Baggs  modeling  does  not  use  the  puff  splitting  option. 
Please  provide  adequate  justification  for  not  using  this  option. 


8. 
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PM  10  Dry  Deposition.  A  geometric  mean  diameter  of  10  microns  with  a 
0  micron  standard  deviation  was  specified  as  input  to  CALPUFF  for 
calculating  PM  10  diy  deposition  rates.  PVT  10  spocics  represents  all 
particulate  matter  components  from  0  to  10  microns.  The  treatment  of 
all  PM  10  species  as  having  a  geometric  mean  diameter  of  10  microns 
greatly  overstates  the  average  size  of  the  PitlO  particles.  The  particle 
size  distribution  can  be  estimated  using  KPA'i  'Compilation  of  Air 
Pollutant  Emlafon  Factors,  AP-42",  Chapter  13.  Please  provide 
Justification  for  the  use  of  a  geometric  mean  diameter  of  lO  microns  with 
a  0  micron  standard  deviation. 


9. 
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Background  Ammonia.  The  CD/WU,  South  Baggs  CALPUFF  modeling 
used  a  background  ammonia  concentration  of  10  ppb.  High  terrain 
ammonia  measurements  from  the  Mount  Zlrkel  Visibility  Study  suggests 
that  a  maximum  value  of  approximately  1  ppb  is  more  appropriate.  In 
addition,  the  Interagency  Workgroup  on  Air  Quality  Modeling  (IWAQM) 
Phase  2  Report  suggests  a  background  ammonia  concentration  of  1  ppb 
for  arid  lands.  Please  provide  s  rationale  for  the  use  of  the  10  ppb  to 
modeling. 


10. 
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Relative  Humidity.  It  appears  that  day-specific  200tn  vertically  averaged 
relative  humidity  predictions  from  the  MM5  model  were  used  in  both  the 
METHOD  1  and  METHOD  4  visibUity  calculations.  If  MMS  predicted 
relative  humidity  (RHJ  is  used  in  the  vixfbUhy  assessment,  it  must  be 
evaluated  against  the  observed  values  to  determine  accuracy  and 
appropriateness. 


11. 
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METHOD  2.  This  Method  2  for  calculating  visibility  impacts  is  reported 
as  a  recommended  TWAQM  method.  However,  the  CD/WU,  South  Baggs 
METHOD  2  approach  used  MM 5  predicted  200m  vertically  averaged 
relative  humidity  values  rather  than  IMPROVE  site  surface  seasonal 
values  recommended  by  IWAQM.  Surface  relative  humidity  will  be  hlgtex 
than  relative  humidity  aloft  so  the  vertical  averaging  of  relative  humidity 
will  understate  the  CALWPF  extinction  estimation  due  to  pew  sources. 
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Responses  to  comments  are  organized  by  responder  and  are  numbered  in  the  order  received. 
Page  and  section  numbers,  unless  otherwise  noted,  refer  to  the  draft  EIS  issued  in  May  1999. 


COMMENT  LETTER  1:  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY,  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for 
providing  your  comments.  The  BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  1-1.  BLM  recognizes  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  are  responsible  for  making  jurisdictional  determinations  for  the  purposes  of 
Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  (CWA).  As  stated  in  the  DEIS,  the  large  areas  of  wet 
meadow,  shown  on  the  Little  Snake  River  alluvial  bottomlands,  are  not  jurisdictional  since  they 
are  solely  supported  by  artificial  flood  irrigation.  This  determination  was  made  by  on-site 
investigation.  Also,  as  stated  in  the  DEIS,  wetland  investigations  within  the  project  area  were 
performed  in  support  of,  but  do  not  replace,  site  specific  jurisdictional  wetlands  inventories 
necessary  for  CWA  404(b)(1)  compliance.  Mitigation  measures  committed  to  by  Merit  (Chapter 
2)  include  compliance  with  Section  404(b)(1)  guidelines  of  the  federal  CWA. 

Comment  1-2.  Thank  you  for  the  update  on  General  Permit  98-08. 


COMMENT  LETTER  2:  WILDLIFE  MANAGEMENT  INSTITUTE 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for 
providing  your  comments.  The  BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  2-1.  Cumulative  impacts  for  all  potentially  affected  resources  are  addressed  in  the 
DEIS,  Chapter  4  (Analysis  of  Environmental  Consequences).  Cumulative  impacts  to  wildlife  are 
discussed  specifically  in  Section  4.7.5  of  the  DEIS.  Also,  a  summary  of  cumulative  effects  is 
provided  in  Chapter  2  (Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives),  Section  2.6.2  (Summary  of  Cumulative 
Effects).  Table  2-4  provides  a  comparative  impact  summary  of  the  Proposed  Action  and 
alternatives. 

Comment  2-2.  The  Proposed  Action  is  the  proposal  put  forth  by  the  Operator  because  it  is  their 
proposed  development.  The  BLM  does  not  make  the  initial  proposal  for  development,  as  it  is  not 
in  the  business  of  recovering  and  marketing  oil  and  gas  resources.  Rather,  the  BLM  is  charged 
with  evaluating  development  proposals  within  the  legal  mandates  of  allowing  mineral  recovery 
while  affording  appropriate  protection  to  the  environment.  The  BLM  and  others,  during  scoping, 
proposed  alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Action.  Reasonable  alternatives,  including  the  No  action 
Alternative,  receive  the  same  consideration  as  the  Proposed  Action.  Without  a  proposal, 
evaluating  development  through  out  the  whole  of  southwest  Wyoming  and  northwest  Colorado 
must  be  considered  unreasonable.  It  must  be  pointed  out  that  NEPA  requires  that  significant 
impacts  including  cumulative  negative  impacts  be  disclosed.  NEPA  does  not  require  that  a 
proposal  be  denied  because  of  these  impacts. 
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Comment  2-3.  The  BLM  will  consider  your  comment  during  preparation  of  the  Record  of 
Decision  (ROD)  for  this  project. 

Comment  2-4.  The  main  outdoor  recreation  activity  in  the  EIS  area  is  hunting,  and  hunting  may 
be  the  only  recreation  activity  that  can  be  monitored.  There  is  no  conclusive  evidence  that  oil 
and  gas  development  has  had  significant  impacts  to  big  game  herds;  however,  the  DEIS 
indicates  that  significant  indirect  impacts  could  occur  to  big  game  herds  even  with  the 
implementation  of  standard  mitigation  measures(see  DEIS  Section  4.7.6).  Rather,  big  game 
numbers  are  regulated  primarily  by  natural  forces,  especially  the  weather,  and  by  harvest  quotas 
set  by  WGFD.  The  WGFD  currently  monitors  the  big  game  herds  in  the  state  and  identifies 
factors  that  may  be  limiting.  Pronghorn  numbers,  for  instance,  vary  considerably  from  year  to 
year  and  can  usually  be  linked  to  climatic  conditions  or  management  decisions.  Standard 
mitigation  for  big  game  would  be  implemented  regardless  of  monitoring  findings;  however, 
additional  mitigation  may  be  developed  and  implemented  based  on  monitoring  results. 

Comment  2-5.  Data  on  big  game  use  of  the  area  for  the  level  of  analysis  you  are  suggesting 
are  not  available  and  it  is,  therefore,  necessary  to  make  the  best  professional  judgements 
possible  from  utilizing  the  data  which  are  available.  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department  deer 
survey  data  for  the  winter  of  1997  show  that  the  maximum  number  of  animals  found  on  and 
proximal  to  the  12,352-acre  project  area  at  any  one  time  was  305  deer  on  February  7.  This 
translates  into  a  maximum  deer  density  of  0.025  animals  per  acre  on  the  project  area 
(305/12,352  =  0.02469).  The  deer  density  of  0.072  that  was  used  in  calculating  impacts  in  the 
DEIS  is  nearly  three  times  greater  than  the  maximum  density  of  deer  observed  on  the  project 
area  and,  therefore,  represents  an  extreme,  worst-case  scenario  that  errors  in  favor  of  the  deer. 
See  Table  4-4  on  page  4-50  of  the  DEIS. 

The  bottom  line  is  that  the  Proposed  Action  would  result  in  the  post-reclamation  disturbance  of 
99.4  acres  of  Mule  Deer  Crucial  Winter  Range.  In  the  absence  of  any  other  estimate  or  standard 
for  measuring  impacts  to  big  game,  BLM  is  using  the  best  information  available. 

It  would  be  more  representative  to  look  at  maximum  deer  densities  within  the  specific  boundaries 
of  the  project  area  to  see  what  maximum  impacts  might  be  for  the  removal  of  a  given  amount  of 
acreage  of  Crucial  Winter  Range. 

There  is  just  as  much  above  average  CW  habitat  as  below  average  CW  habitat  within  the  project 
area  so  disturbance  estimations  should  compensate  or  average  out.  In  the  absence  of  a  map 
detailing  which  portions  of  the  CW  range  are  above  or  below  average  during  which  kinds  of 
weather,  an  average  is  utilized. 

By  definition  CW  range  are  those  areas  most  critical  for  animals  survival  during  the  most  severe 
winter. 

Comment  2-6.  The  BLM  will  consider  your  comment  during  preparation  of  the  Record  of 
Decision  (ROD)  for  this  project. 
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COMMENT  LETTER  3:  NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for 
providing  your  comments.  The  BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


COMMENT  LETTER  4:  UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR,  FISH  AND 
WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for 
providing  your  comments.  The  BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  4-1.  Applicant-committed  mountain  plover  survey  protocol  have  been  included  in  the 
FEIS.  Survey  protocol  were  not  included  previously  because  the  draft  document  was  prepared 
prior  to  mountain  plover  being  identified  as  a  proposed  species  for  listing.  Survey  protocol  to  be 
used  are  the  current  USFWS  survey  methods.  Formal  conferencing  with  the  USFWS  regarding 
impacts  to  mountain  plover  has  been  initiated  and  additional  standards  may  be  applied  based  on 
conference  results.  Conference  results  will  be  identified  in  the  ROD  for  this  project. 

Comment  4-2.  Formal  consultation  for  threatened  and  endangered  species  and  conferencing 
for  proposed  species  was  requested  on  November  19,  1999.  See  also  comment  response  for 
#4-1  above. 

Comment  4-3.  In  order  to  maintain  consistency  with  USFWS  recommendations  and  buffer 
zones  identified  in  the  Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  II  EIS,  and  the  Green  River  RMP,  buffer 
zones  for  bald  eagles,  peregrine  falcons  and  ferruginous  hawks  will  encompass  a  radius  of  one 
mile.  Buffer  zones  for  all  other  non-listed  raptor  species  will  encompass  a  radius  of  one  half 
mile. 

Comment  4-4.  Comment  noted. 

Comment  4-5.  Since  the  USFWS  did  not  accept  the  DEIS  as  satisfying  the  requirement  of  the 
Biological  Assessment  (BA),  the  concern  raised  in  the  comment  will  be  addresed  with  mitigations 
in  the  BA  which  is  being  prepared. 

Comment  4-6.  Please  refer  to  comment  response  4-3  above. 

Comment  4-7.  Comment  noted. 

Comment  4-8.  The  description  of  the  habitat  and  its  suitability  for  and  use  by  sage  grouse  will 
be  more  fully  explained  in  the  BA.  While  sagebrush  habitats  dominate  75%  of  the  project  area, 
many  years  worth  of  surveys  by  both  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department  biologists  and  BLM 
biologists,  as  well  as  transect  data  designed  to  detect  sage  grouse  use  of  the  area,  reveal  that 
sage  grouse  use  of  the  area  is  extremely  limited,  if  used  at  all.  The  BA  will  reflect  this  updated 
description  of  the  area. 
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Comment  4-9.  Historic  lek  searches  in  the  project  area  reveal  that  sage  grouse  use  of  the  area 
is  extremely  limited  at  best.  No  leks  have  been  identified  within  the  project  area,  and  no  nesting 
or  winter  use  of  the  area  has  been  detected  over  the  past  several  years. 

Comment  4-10.  Comment  noted. 

Comment  4-11.  The  biological  assessment  will  quantify  a  projected  water  use  figure  for  the 
project  area.  We  will  assume  that  this  amount  is  a  depletion  and  consult  informall/formally  with 
the  USFWS  on  the  results. 

Comment  4-12.  Standard  mitigation  guidelines  for  the  Great  Divide  Resource  Area  RMP-ROD 
specify  a  buffer  of  500  feet  between  surface  disturbances  and  surface  water  and/or 
wetland/riparian  areas.  Except  for  Red  Creek,  stream  channels  in  the  project  area  are 
ephemeral  and  do  not  provide  sufficient  hydrology  for  wetlands  to  develop. 

The  intent  of  the  statement  on  page  4-39  of  the  DEIS  is  to  demonstrate  that  wetlands  will  be 
avoided  where  possible  and  that  the  operator  and  BLM  will  work  with  the  COE  to 
mitigate/compensate  any  impacts  that  are  unavoidable.  If  unavoidable  impacts  occur,  mitigation 
plans  will  be  developed  on  a  site  by  site  basis  in  consultation  with  the  COE. 

Comment  4-13.  Appendix  B  of  the  DEIS  specifies  reclamation  recommendations.  Reclamation 
objectives  are  outlined  (both  short-  and  long-term)  as  well  as  seed  mixtures  for  four  different 
habitat  or  community  types.  These  community  types  are;  1)  mixed  desert  shrub,  badlands,  and 
juniper  woodlands  community  type,  2)  moist  alkaline  areas  in  the  mixed  desert  shrub  community, 
3)  greasewood  dominated  valley  bottoms  and  bluffs,  and  4)  wet  meadow  community  types. 
Performance  standards  for  the  short  and  long  term  objectives  are  specified  for  all  years,  the 
second  year  and  five  years  after  reclamation. 

Comment  4-14.  Comment  noted.  The  BLM  believes  that  cumulative  impacts  have  been 
adequately  addressed  in  this  EIS.  The  results  of  the  southwest  Wyoming  evaluation  indicate  that 
an  EIS  analyzing  the  cumulative  impacts  of  oil  and  gas  development  in  southwest  Wyoming  is 
unnecessary. 

Comment  4-15.  Please  refer  to  comment  responses  4-1 ,  4-3,  4-8,  4-9  and  4-1 1 . 


COMMENT  LETTER  5:  OFFICE  OF  FEDERAL  LAND  POLICY 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for 
providing  your  comments.  The  BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS 

Comment  5-1.  The  overlap  of  the  CALPUFF  modeling  domains  and  the  use  of  the  same 
modeling  techniques  in  both  studies  was  very  clearly  and  openly  discussed  at  the  protocol 
meeting  with  WDEQ-AQD’s  full  knowledge  and  participation.  In  addition,  the  WDEQ-AQD  gave 
the  Bureau  written  permission  to  release  the  MM5  data  produced  under  the  SWWYTAF  study 
(Olson  1998).  Given  the  location  and  nature  of  both  modeling  studies,  it  is  not  surprising  that 


Page  5-4 


South  Baggs  Area  Natural  Gas  Field  Development  Final  EIS  -  April  2000 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS 


some  of  the  same  information  was  used  in  both  studies.  However,  no  proprietary  SWWYTAF 
information  was  used  in  the  South  Baggs  project  air  quality  impact  analysis. 

Comment  5-2.  See  response  to  comment  7-1. 

Comment  5-3.  See  response  to  comment  6-2. 


Comment  5-4.  Comment  noted. 


COMMENT  LETTER  6:  WYOMING  STATE  GEOLOGICAL  SURVEY 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for 
providing  your  comments.  The  BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  6-1.  Thank  you  for  pointing  out  this  error.  The  text  on  pages  1-3,  1-4,  and  2-19  of 
the  FEIS  has  been  corrected  to  reflect  the  proper  spelling  of  Mesaverde  Formation  or  Group. 

Comment  6-2.  Comment  noted. 

Comment  6-3.  Comment  noted. 


COMMENT  LETTER  7:  WYOMING  GAME  AND  FISH  DEPARTMENT 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for 
providing  your  comments.  The  BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  7-1.  The  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department  was  sent  a  scoping  statement  when 
the  project  was  first  announced.  BLM  received  your  comments  in  February  of  1996,  and  they 
were  used  in  defining  the  issues  addressed  in  the  DEIS.  “Gary  Holsan  Environmental  Planning ”, 
the  contractor  for  this  project  and  his  subcontractors,  have  been  in  contact  with  the  local  WG&F 
biologists  while  the  DEIS  was  being  prepared.  Most  of  this  interaction  took  place  in  the  early  part 
of  the  project  prior  to  when  the  DEIS  was  released  for  comment.  There  has  been  a  long  delay 
with  this  project  while  the  issue  of  air  quality  was  addressed.  During  this  delay,  little  additional 
communication  between  BLM  and  the  WGFD  occurred.  Communications  with  the  WGFD  have 
since  been  re-established  for  WGFD  input  into  the  preparation  of  a  biological  assessment  being 
required  by  the  USFWS. 

Comment  7-2.  Merit  Energy  Company,  the  South  Baggs  project  proponent,  has  assured  the 
BLM  that  50  well  is  all  the  wells  they  plan  to  drill  in  the  next  ten  years.  Alternative  “B”  addresses 
a  maximum  development  scenario  of  90  wells.  This  is  a  80  percent  increase  over  the  50  wells 
analyzed  in  the  proposed  action.  If  unforseen  circumstances  should  arise  that  would  make  the 
drilling  of  more  then  50  wells  necessary,  then  the  analysis  of  the  90  well  scenario  could  be  used 
to  make  a  determination  if  additional  development  beyond  the  50  well  scenario  was  warranted. 
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Comment  7-3.  Impacts  produced  by  the  construction  of  roads  were  factored  into  the  estimated 
disturbance  for  each  well  site.  See  Section  4.7.3. 1,  Paragraph  1,  last  sentence  in  DEIS  (P.4-46) 
where  it  states  that:  the  analysis  of  impacts  to  wildlife  for  this  alternative  is  based  on  an 
average  density  of  2.60  new  well  pads  per  section  with  an  associated  disturbance  of  5.85  acres 
per  well  site,  which  includes  3.25  acres  for  the  pad  and  2.6  acres  for  associated  roads  and 
pipelines. 

Impacts  to  big  game  were  broken  into  four  subsections  consisting  of:  (1)  Surface  disturbance 
that  impact  forage  resource,  (2)  Potential  for  displacement  impacts  associated  with  drilling 
activities  and  traffic,  (3)  Vehicle  collisions,  and  (4)  Poaching  and  general  harassment. 
Disturbance  to  big  game  on  the  winter  range  and  in  general  was  described  under  subsections 
2,3,  and  4  for  each  species  and  for  each  of  the  three  action  alternatives.  For  example,  see  p.  4- 
51,  paragraphs  4  and  5;  p.  4-52,  first  full  paragraph  for  description  of  impacts  to  pronghorn  under 
the  Proposed  Action. 

Comment  7-4.  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department  district  biologist  Tim  Wooley’s  deer  survey 
data  for  the  winter  of  1997  show  that  a  maximum  number  of  animals  found  on  and  proximal  to 
the  12,352-acre  project  area  during  partial  counts  was  305  deer  on  February  7.  Tim  Wooley 
estimates  that  the  total  number  of  deer  using  the  area  during  a  hard  winter  could  be  three  times 
this  number  (915).  This  translates  into  a  maximum  deer  density  of  0.074  animals  per  acre  on  the 
project  area  (91 5/1 2,352),  which  is  essentially  the  same  as  the  density  of  0.072  that  was  used  in 
calculating  impacts  in  the  DEIS.  As  stated  in  the  DEIS,  this  density  number  was  used  to 
represent  the  maximum  density  of  deer  during  an  extreme  or  worst-case  scenario,  and  errors  in 
favor  of  the  deer.  See  Table  4-4  on  page  4-50  of  the  DEIS.  Hand-picking  a  maximum  temporal 
concentration  of  deer  to  represent  the  overall  winter  range  on  the  project  area  is  not  a 
reasonable  or  representative  way  to  estimate  deer  densities  for  a  unit  of  range  because  the 
animals  move  constantly  and  the  concentration  or  density  level  shifts  accordingly.  It  is  more 
representative  to  look  at  maximum  deer  densities  within  the  specific  boundaries  of  the  project 
area  to  see  what  maximum  impacts  might  be  for  the  removal  of  a  given  amount  of  acreage  of 
Crucial  Winter  Range. 

The  bottom  line  is  that  the  Proposed  Action  will  result  in  the  post-reclamation  disturbance  of  99.4 
acres  of  Mule  Deer  Crucial  Winter  Range. 

We  are  not  sure  where  in  the  DEIS  you  are  referencing  when  you  comment  that  the  EIS  should 
more  accurately  disclose  the  time  it  would  take  for  reclamation  benefits  to  be  realized.  Under 
section  4.5.4  Impacts  Summary,  on  page  4-39  of  the  DEIS,  the  comment  is  made  that 
revegetation  of  the  disturbed  areas  would  likely  take  20  to  30  years  for  the  mixed  desert  shrub 
community  type.  Again  under  section  4.5.7.  Residual  Impacts,  on  page  4-41  of  the  DEIS,  it 
states  “[rjevegetation  of  “predisturbance”  conditions  would  require  30  years  or  more....”  While 
the  drilling  phase  is  analyzed  over  a  10-year  development  period,  it  is  stated  that  the  benefits  of 
reclamation  will  not  be  realized  for  many  years  after  the  drilling  phase  is  completed. 

Comment  7-5.  Unless  construction  activities  were  continuous  and  extended  over  the  entire 
Poison  Basin  area  throughout  the  migratory  period,  mule  deer  movements  are  not  likely  to  be 
curtailed.  A  study  of  the  effects  of  winter  3D  seismic  operations  on  mule  deer  distribution  and 
movements  on  the  Birch  Creek  Allotment  in  Western  Wyoming  found  that  intensive  activities 
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involving  blasting  and  a  ground  crew  displaced,  for  short  distances,  deer  that  were  migrating  into 
the  area,  but  that  seismic  operations  were  not  impeding  mule  deer  migratory  movements  through 
the  area  (HWA  1994). 

Comment  7-6.  See  response  to  comment  7-4. 

Comment  7-7.  Cheatgrass  is  identified  as  an  exotic  species  in  Chapter  3,  section  3.5.1  (page 
3-35  paragraph  4).  By  implementing  mitigation  provided  in  Chapter  2  (Section  2. 1.4. 2. 8, 
Vegetation  and  Wetlands),  weeds  will  be  kept  to  a  minimum.  Appendix  “B”  (Section  4.5, 
Monitoring  and  Maintenance)  provides  a  monitoring  program  that  include  noxious  weed 
invasions. 

Comment  7-8.  Thank  you  for  pointing  out  this  error.  The  text  on  page  3-46  of  the  DEIS  has 
been  corrected  to  reflect  the  Bitter  Creek  Road  as  the  western  boundary  of  the  Baggs  Mule  Deer 
Herd  Unit. 

Comment  7-9.  Comment  noted. 


COMMENT  LETTER  8:  STATE  OF  WYOMING,  DEPARTMENT  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL 
QUALITY 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for 
providing  your  comments.  The  BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  8-1.  Responses  to  specific  comments  on  the  South  Baggs  DEIS  and  the  supporting 
Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  are  addressed  below.  Comments 
on  the  Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  II  DEIS  and  its  supporting  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment 
Technical  Support  Document  are  addressed  in  the  Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  II  Final  EIS. 

Comment  8-2.  The  Bureau  regrets  any  confusion  it  caused  by  referring  to  the  Savage  Run 
Wilderness  Area  as  a  PSD  Class  II  area. 

Under  the  Federal  Clean  Air  Act  (42USC7472),  all  international  parks,  national  wilderness  areas 
and  national  memorial  parks  over  5,000  acres,  and  national  parks  over  6,000  acres  in  existence 
on  August  7,  1977,  were  designated  as  mandatory  Federal  PSD  Class  I  areas.  All  other  areas 
classified  as  either  “attainment”  or  “unclassified”  pursuant  to  the  National  Ambient  Air  Quality 
Standards  were  designated  as  PSD  Class  II  areas.  A  formal  process  for  redesignation  of  PSD 
Class  li  areas  to  either  Class  I  or  Class  III  was  also  defined  (42USC7474).  The  Federal  visibility 
protection  goal  and  requirements  (42USC7491  and  7492)  are  applicable  only  within  mandatory 
Federal  PSD  Class  I  areas.  In  addition,  mandatory  Federal  PSD  Class  I  areas  may  not  be 
redesignated,  although  the  spatial  extent  may  vary  if  the  original  area’s  boundary  is  modified  (i.e.; 
wilderness  area  boundary  expansions,  etc.) 

Under  the  State  of  Wyoming  Air  Quality  Standards  and  Regulations  (Section  24(c)  Prevention  of 
Significant  Deterioration),  all  national  parks,  national  wilderness  areas,  and  national  memorial 
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parks  in  Wyoming  (regardless  of  size)  as  of  January  25,  1979,  were  designated  Class  I  and  may 
not  be  redesignated.  Among  other  preconstruction  permit  application  requirements,  the  State  of 
Wyoming  requires  that  an  analysis  be  conducted  of  potential  impairment  to  visibility,  soils  and 
vegetation  having  significant  commercial  or  recreational  value,  and  other  associated  growth  that 
would  occur. 

Since  the  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  was  established  under  the  Endangered  American 
Wilderness  Act  of  1978  (P.L.  95-237,  dated  February  24,  1978),  and  has  not  been  redesignated 
as  prescribed  in  the  Federal  Clean  Air  Act  (42USC7474),  it  is  a  Federal  PSD  Class  II  area  and  a 
State  of  Wyoming  Class  I  area.  Similarly,  since  the  Cloud  Peak,  Encampment  River,  Gros 
Ventre,  Huston  Park,  Jedediah  Smith,  Platte  River,  Popo  Agie,  and  Winegar  Hole  Wilderness 
Areas  were  established  under  the  Wyoming  Wilderness  Act  of  1984  (P.L.  98-550,  dated  October 
30,  1984),  they  are  all  Federal  and  State  of  Wyoming  PSD  Class  II  areas. 

As  clearly  stated  in  the  DEIS  (Executive  Summary,  Page  S-5)  “BLM  approved  activities  must 
comply  with  all  applicable  local,  state,  tribal  and  Federal  air  quality  laws,  statues,  regulations, 
standards  and  implementation  plans  ...”  Therefore,  Bureau  approved  activities  are  required  to 
conduct  an  analysis  of  potential  visibility  impairment  within  the  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area 
under  State  of  Wyoming  regulations,  even  though  the  National  Visibility  Goal  and  Regulations  are 
not  applicable.  In  addition,  potential  air  quality  impacts  within  the  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area 
would  be  limited  by  applicable  Federal  PSD  Class  II  increments  and  State  of  Wyoming  PSD 
Class  I  increments. 

Both  the  FEIS  text  (2.6.2  Summary  of  Cumulative  Impacts,  3.2.2  Air  Quality,  4.2.5  Cumulative 
Impacts,  Appendix  D,  Table  D-1,  and  Table  D-3)  and  the  Revised  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment 
Technical  Support  Document  text  (Executive  Summary  -  Pages  ii  and  iii,  Volume  1-1.0 
Introduction,  Volume  11-1.0  Introduction,  Figure  1-1,  and  Table  5-3)  have  been  revised  to  clarify 
the  status  of  the  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  as  recommended. 

Comment  8-3.  The  FEIS  text  (3.2.2  Air  Quality  and  Table  3-6)  and  the  Revised  Air  Quality 
Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  text  (Volume  I  -  Tables  5.1,  5.6  and  5.13)  have 
been  revised  to  clearly  indicate  the  new  ozone  standard. 

Comment  8-4.  As  clearly  stated  in  the  DEIS  (Executive  Summary,  Page  S-5)  “BLM  approved 
activities  must  comply  with  all  applicable  local,  state,  tribal  and  Federal  air  quality  laws,  statues, 
regulations,  standards  and  implementation  plans  ...”  and  "...  there  is  no  applicable  state  or 
Federal  regulatory  visibility  standards.” 

The  Clean  Air  Act  does  require  Federal  land  management  agencies  to  exercise  their  “affirmative 
responsibility”  to  protect  the  air  quality  related  values  (including  visibility)  within  mandatory 
Federal  PSD  Class  I  areas,  indicating  to  the  appropriate  air  quality  regulatory  agency  whether  a 
specific  proposed  facility  would  have  an  adverse  impact  on  such  values  (through  Federal  land 
manager  participation  in  the  New  Source  Review  process).  For  the  limited  purposes  of  the  PSD 
Permit  review,  it  is  appropriate  for  the  Federal  land  management  agency  to  select  any 
significance  threshold  (or  Limit  of  Acceptable  Change)  necessary  to  meet  their  policy 
requirements.  Since  a  Limit  of  Acceptable  Change  is  neither  a  regulatory  limit  nor  regulatory 
standard,  it’s  exceedance  alone  would  not  violate  any  local,  state,  tribal  and  Federal  air  quality 
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regulatory  requirement. 

Where  there  is  no  applicable  regulatory  visibility  standard  or  threshold,  NEPA  directs  the 
preparing  agency  to  determine  and  disclose  an  appropriate  impact  significance  threshold  using 
"...  existing  [relevant]  credible  scientific  evidence  ...”  based  on  "...  theoretical  approaches  or 
research  methods  generally  accepted  in  the  scientific  community.”  The  DEIS  compared  potential 
visibility  impact  analysis  results  to  both  the  1.0  deciview  “just  noticeable  change”  significance 
threshold  level  (based  on  best  science)  and  the  USDA-Forest  Service  “!4  of  a  just  noticeable 
change”  0.5  deciview  Limit  of  Acceptable  Change  (based  on  their  own  policy). 

Although  the  USDA-Forest  Service  has  no  authority  to  require  any  agency  use  its  policy  based 
Limit  of  Acceptable  Change  for  any  purpose,  the  Bureau  chose  to  analyze  and  report  potential 
visibility  impacts  using  the  USDA-Forest  Service  values  for  disclosure  purposes  only.  Certainly 
any  organization  may  select  any  other  significance  level  for  their  own  purposes,  and  the  Bureau 
agrees  that  selecting  a  visibility  threshold  of  significance  less  that  1 .0  deciview  would  be  more 
restrictive,  but  not  generally  perceptible.  Also  see  responses  to  comments  [6-A11],  [7-A2],  and 
[7-A4]. 

Comment  8-5.  See  response  to  comment  5-1. 


(Comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement) 


Comment  8-6.  See  response  to  comment  8-3. 
Comment  8-7.  See  response  to  comment  8-2. 


Comment  8-8.  See  response  to  comment  8-3. 

Comment  8-9.  The  FEIS  text  (4. 2. 3. 3  Alternative  B  and  Appendix  D)  and  the  Revised  Air 
Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  text  (Executive  Summary  and  1.0 
Introduction)  have  been  revised  as  recommended. 


Comment  8-10.  The  FEIS  text  (3.2.2  Air  Quality)  has  been  revised  to  indicate  there  are  no 
applicable  hazardous  air  pollutant,  visibility  impairment,  or  atmospheric  deposition  (acid  rain) 
standards,  and  that  the  existing  “reasonably  attributable”  and  new  “regional  haze”  visibility 
impairment  regulations  apply  only  within  Federal  Mandatory  PSD  Class  I  areas.  However,  as 
requested  through  the  advisory  stakeholder  process,  the  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment 
analyzed  potential  visibility  impacts  at  both  PSD  Class  I  and  Class  II  sensitive  areas.  In  addition, 
both  the  FEIS  text  and  the  Revised  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document 
(USDI-BLM  1999b)  text  have  been  revised  to  clarify  the  status  of  the  Savage  Run  Wilderness 
Area  as  recommended.  Also  see  response  to  comment  8-2. 


Comment  8-11.  The  USDA-Forest  Service  has  requested  that  all  NEPA  analyses  be  compared 
to  their  “VS  of  a  just  noticeable  change”  (0.5  deciview)  Limit  of  Acceptable  Change. 

Comment  8-12.  See  response  to  comment  8-9. 
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Comment  8-13.  The  FEIS  text  (4.2.6  Mitigation  Summary)  has  been  revised  to  clearly  indicate 
that  the  proposed  South  Baggs  NOx  emission  sources  would  not  be  included  in  the  existing  Rock 
Springs  Field  Office  area  tracking  agreement,  and  that  either  a  mutually  acceptable  revision  or  a 
separate  agreement  would  be  required  to  include  those  proposed  emission  sources. 

Comment  8-14.  See  response  to  comment  8-10. 

Comment  8-15.  See  response  to  comment  8-1 1 . 

Comment  8-16.  The  FEIS  text  (Appendix  D)  has  been  revised  to  clearly  indicate  that  a 
reduction  of  NOx  emissions  from  existing  sources  in  southwestern  Wyoming  is  anticipated, 
primarily  due  to  the  installation  of  additional  control  devices  on  the  Naughton  coal-fired  electrical 
generation  facility. 

Comment  8-17.  The  FEIS  text  (Appendix  D)  has  been  revised  to  indicate  SWWYTAF  is 
developing  a  secondary  organic  aerosol  model,  but  it  is  not  currently  available  for  use. 

Comment  8-18.  See  response  to  comment  8-9. 

(Comments  on  Air  Quality  Technical  Support  Document  -  Volume  1) 


Comment  8-19.  See  response  to  comment  8-9. 

Comment  8-20.  See  response  to  comment  8-2. 

Comment  8-21 .  See  response  to  comment  8-11. 

Comment  8-22.  See  response  to  comment  8-2. 

Comment  8-23.  See  response  to  comment  8-2. 

Comment  8-24.  See  response  to  comment  8-9. 

Comment  8-25.  The  Revised  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  text 
(Volume  I  -  2.5  Emissions  Inventory  -  Cumulative  Emissions  Sources)  has  been  revised  as 
recommended. 

Comment  8-26.  See  response  to  comment  8-3. 

Comment  8-27.  The  Revised  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  text 
(Volume  I  -  Appendix  D1)  has  been  revised  as  recommended. 


(Comments  on  Air  Quality  Technical  Support  Document  --  Volume  II) 


Comment  8-28.  See  response  to  comment  5-1 . 
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Comment  8-29.  See  response  to  comment  5-1 . 

Comment  8-30.  See  response  to  comment  5-1. 

Comment  8-31.  Method  1  is  the  original,  Phase  I  IWAQM  methodology.  It  has  been  replaced 
by  Method  2. 

Method  2  uses  the  mean  of  the  20%  cleanest  seasonal  visibility  conditions  (extinction  values 
reconstructed  from  two  IMPROVE  24-hour  fine  particulate  mass  concentration  samples  per 
week),  which  were  assumed  to  occur  on  every  day  during  an  entire  season  (a  conservative 
assumption  in  predicting  the  frequency  of  visibility  impacts).  This  method  therefore  inherently 
separates  the  meteorological  conditions  which  occurred  in  determining  the  “cleanest” 
background,  and  those  conditions  applied  in  the  modeling  analysis.  Unlike  the  IWAQM  protocol, 
the  South  Baggs  project  analysis  limited  observed  relative  humidity  levels  to  90%  (e.g.;  91-99% 
values  were  set  to  90%). 

Method  3  is  the  same  as  method  2,  except  predicted  impacts  are  eliminated  whenever  the 
relative  humidity  (RH)  exceeds  the  maximum  allowed  (RHMAX),  rather  than  capping  the  RH  at 
RHMAX,  as  in  Method  2. 

Method  4  compares  directly  observed  hourly  extinction  values  measured  with  an  IMPROVE 
transmissometer,  with  hourly  modeled  extinction  values  calculated  from  the  predicted  primary 
and  secondary  particulate  matter  concentrations,  adjusted  for  hourly  relative  humidity  levels, 
interpreted  on  a  daily  basis. 

There  is  also  a  Method  5,  which  is  the  same  as  Method  4,  except  it  uses  IMPROVE 
nephelometer  data  rather  than  transmissometer  data. 

Comment  8-32.  See  response  to  comment  8-1 1 . 

Comment  8-33.  See  response  to  comment  8-10. 

Comment  8-34.  See  response  to  comment  8-11. 


COMMENT  LETTER  9:  WYOMING  DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE  PARKS  &  CULTURAL 
RESOURCES  -  STATE  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  OFFICE 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for 
providing  your  comments.  The  BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  9-1  The  need  for  the  BLM  and  Operator  to  comply  with  State  of  Wyoming  State 
Historic  Preservation  Office  regulations  is  acknowledged  in  DEIS  Table  1-3  and  Section 
2.1.4.2.15. 
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COMMENT  LETTER  10:  WYOMING  STATE  ENGINEER’S  OFFICE 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for 
providing  your  comments.  The  BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  10-1  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  need  for  the  Operator  to  contact  the  State 
Engineer’s  Office  regarding  surface  and  ground  water  utilization  and  surface  discharge  is 
acknowledged  in  DEIS  Table  1-3  and  Section  2.1.4.2.15. 


COMMENT  LETTER  1 1 :  USDA,  FOREST  SERVICE,  ROCKY  MOUNTAIN  REGION 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for 
providing  your  comments.  The  BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  11-1.  Responses  to  specific  comments  on  the  South  Baggs  DEIS  and  the  supporting 
Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  are  addressed  below.  Comments 
on  the  Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  II  DEIS  and  its  supporting  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment 
Technical  Support  Document  are  addressed  in  the  Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  II  Final  EIS. 

Comment  11-2.  The  Bureau  recognizes  that  the  U.S.  Congress  established  the  National 
Wilderness  Preservation  System  (P.L.  88-577,  dated  September  3,  1964)  and  specific 
Wilderness  Areas  (numerous  subsequent  laws,  including  P.L.  94-567,  P.L.  95-237,  and  P.L.  98- 
550),  and  directed  the  appropriate  Federal  land  management  agency  to  administer  those  lands 
"...  for  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  American  people  in  such  a  manner  as  will  leave  them 
unimpaired  for  future  use  and  enjoyment  as  wilderness,  and  so  as  to  provide  for  the  protection  of 
these  areas,  the  preservation  of  their  wilderness  character,  and  for  the  gathering  and 
dissemination  of  information  regarding  their  use  and  enjoyment  as  wilderness  ...” 

The  Bureau  also  recognizes  that  the  U.S.  Congress  established  procedures  for  the  Prevention  of 
Significant  Deterioration  of  Air  Quality  (P.L.  95-95,  dated  August  7,  1977) "...  to  preserve,  protect, 
and  enhance  the  air  quality  in  national  parks,  national  wilderness  areas,  national  monuments, 
national  seashores,  and  other  areas  of  special  national  or  regional  natural,  recreational,  scenic, 
or  historic  value  ...”  and  "...  to  insure  that  economic  growth  will  occur  in  a  manner  consistent  with 
the  preservation  of  existing  clean  air  resources  ...”  Further,  the  U.S.  Congress  gave  specific 
Federal  land  management  agencies  "...  an  affirmative  responsibility  to  protect  the  air  quality 
related  values  (including  visibility)  of  any  such  lands  within  a  class  I  area  and  to  consider,  in 
consultation  with  the  Administrator,  whether  a  proposed  major  emitting  facility  will  have  an 
adverse  impact  on  such  values  ...”  under  the  Preconstruction  Requirements  (New  Source 
Review)  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

However,  the  U.S.  Congress  did  not  require  that  all  Wilderness  Areas  either  have,  or  achieve, 
pristine  air  quality  conditions,  nor  did  the  U.S.  Congress  grant  any  Federal  land  management 
agency  air  quality  regulatory  authority.  In  fact,  ever  since  the  original  Clean  Air  Act  was  passed 
(P.L.  159,  dated  July  14,  1955),  it  has  been  the  declared  policy  of  the  U.S.  Congress  "...  to 
preserve  and  protect  the  primary  responsibilities  of  the  States  [Tribal]  and  local  governments  in 
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controlling  air  pollution  ...” 

In  1977,  after  considerable  debate,  the  U.S.  Congress  did  amend  the  Clean  Air  Act  (P.L.  95-95, 
dated  August  7,  1977)  to  address  air  quality  on  certain  Federal  lands  by:  1)  establishing  158 
mandatory  Federal  PSD  Class  I  areas  where  additional  air  pollutant  levels  above  existing 
concentrations  would  be  limited  for  specific  pollutants  (PSD  Class  I  increments);  2)  providing  for 
Federal  land  management  agency  review  and  comment  on  major  air  pollutant  emission  source 
permit  applications  (Major  Stationary  Source  -  New  Source  Review);  and  3)  establishing  the 
National  Visibility  Goal  of  "...  the  prevention  of  any  future,  and  the  remedying  of  any  existing, 
impairment  of  visibility  in  mandatory  class  I  Federal  areas  which  impairment  results  from 
manmade  air  pollution”  (Clean  Air  Act  Section  169A(a)1). 

By  establishing  the  PSD  Class  I  increments  for  nitrogen  dioxide,  particulate  matter  and  sulfur 
dioxide,  the  total  concentration  of  these  pollutants  due  to  all  non-temporary  anthropogenic 
emission  sources  is  restricted  to  a  small  level  above  legally  defined  baseline  conditions.  The 
U.S.  Congress  specified  158  areas  as  mandatory  Federal  PSD  Class  I  areas,  and  provided  a 
mechanism  by  which  each  applicable  air  quality  regulatory  agency  could  establish  additional 
Federal  PSD  Class  I  areas.  However,  the  only  Class  I  redesignations  since  1977  have  been 
completed  by  four  specific  tribal  governments.  In  addition,  EPA  regulations  specified  that 
baseline  conditions  be  legally  defined  only  after  a  “major  stationary  source”  permit  was 
submitted,  often  many  years  after  1977.  Of  the  nearly  625  current  Wilderness  Areas  (Landres 
and  Meyer,  1998),  only  120  are  mandatory  Federal  PSD  Class  I  areas.  Therefore,  over  500 
Wilderness  Areas  have  no  special  air  quality  regulatory  status. 

By  providing  for  Federal  land  management  agency  participation  is  the  New  Source  Review 
process,  Federal  PSD  Class  I  area  managers  can  exercise  their  “affirmative  responsibility”  to 
protect  the  air  quality  related  values  (including  visibility)  within  their  PSD  Class  I  areas  through 
review  and  comment  on  major  air  pollutant  emission  source  permit  applications,  indicating  to  the 
air  quality  regulatory  agency  whether  a  specific  proposed  facility  will  have  an  adverse  impact  on 
such  values.  However,  these  reviews  are  limited  to  only  those  new  emission  sources  (or 
modifications)  which  would  result  in  either  a  250  ton  per  year  increase  for  all  stationary  source 
types,  or  a  100  ton  per  year  increase  for  Congressionally  specified  stationary  source  types.  In 
addition,  although  the  Federal  land  management  agency’s  participation  is  legally  mandated,  the 
air  quality  regulatory  agency’s  response  is  not.  Therefore,  although  the  Federal  land 
management  agencies  have  an  “affirmative  responsibility,”  they  do  not  have  “affirmative 
authority”  to  protect  the  air  quality  related  values  (including  visibility)  on  any  lands  they 
administer. 

The  Congressional  goal  to  prevent  and  eliminate  all  anthropogenic  visibility  impairment  within 
158  mandatory  Federal  PSD  Class  I  areas  is  very  clear.  However,  the  U.S.  Congress  did  not 
specify  when  the  goal  was  to  be  reached,  at  what  level  visibility  impacts  could  be  considered 
natural  (non-anthropogenic),  nor  even  at  what  level  air  pollutants  cause  visibility  impairment  (a 
“just  noticeable  change”).  Since  the  EPA  visibility  regulations  allowed  Federal  land  management 
agencies  to  identify  areas  where  visibility  is  not  an  important  value,  the  USDA-Forest  Service 
identified  two  mandatory  Federal  PSD  Class  I  areas  where  the  National  visibility  goal  is  no  longer 
applicable.  In  addition,  until  very  recently  (Final  Regional  Haze  Regulations,  40CFR51.300  et 
seq,  Federal  Register,  Vol.  64,  No.  126,  dated  July  1,  1999),  the  EPA  regulations  focused  on 
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"reasonably  attributable”  visibility  impairment  within  the  156  mandatory  Federal  PSD  Class  I 
areas  from  existing  stationary  sources.  This  process  was  established  in  order  to  require 
installation  of  Best  Available  Retrofit  Technology  to  reduce,  but  not  necessarily  eliminate, 
anthropogenic  visibility  impairment.  It  will  take  time  to  see  how  effective  the  new  Regional  Haze 
Regulations  are  in  achieving  the  National  Visibility  Goal. 

In  summary,  the  Bureau  recognizes  and  understands  the  USDA-Forest  Service’s  responsibilities 
for  the  management  and  protection  of  wilderness,  including  the  “affirmative  responsibility”  to 
protect  air  quality  related  values  (including  visibility)  in  the  mandatory  Federal  PSD  Class  I  areas 
that  it  manages  from  adverse  air  pollution  effects.  The  Bureau  also  recognizes  and  understands 
the  USDA-Forest  Service’s  limited  authority  to  meet  these  responsibilities. 

Comment  11-3.  The  visibility  impact  screening  analysis  results  were  not  “downplayed  in  the 
text,  and  not  even  mentioned  in  the  executive  summaries  of  both  EIS’s”  nor  was  “the  visibility 
methodology  showing  the  least  impairment ...  selected  as  the  impact  to  be  discussed  in  the 
executive  summaries  of  both  EIS’s  and  the  conclusions  section  in  the  Air  Quality  Technical 
Support  Document.” 

As  clearly  described  in  the  DEIS  text  (Appendix  D),  “A  conservative  visibility  screening  level 
analysis  indicated  that  proposed  project  operations  might  result  in  a  perceptible  (1.0  deciview) 
visibility  reduction  on  very  clear  days  at  several  the  PSD  Class  I  and  II  sensitive  receptors, 
therefore  a  more  refined  potential  visibility  impact  analysis  was  performed”  and  “As  shown  in 
Table  D-3,  the  refined  visibility  impact  analysis  predicted  that  a  ‘just  noticeable  change’  greater 
than  1 .0  deciview  would  occur  on  a  single  day  at  only  the  PSD  Class  I  Rawah  Wilderness  Area. 
This  predicted  impact  would  not  occur  from  the  project  sources  or  the  ‘No  Action’  sources  alone, 
but  from  all  sources  combined  (total  cumulative  sources).”  The  DEIS  further  described  the 
USDA-Forest  Service  (Regions  2  and  4)  visibility  significance  threshold  of  a  0.5  deciview  Limit  of 
Acceptable  Change,  and  that  based  “on  this  more  restrictive  'A  of  a  ‘just  noticeable  change’  level, 
cumulative  operations  would  exceed  the  USDA-Forest  Service  ‘Limit  of  Acceptable  Change’  on  a 
single  day  at  both  the  PSD  Class  I  Rawah  Wilderness  Area  (1.68  deciview)  and  the  [Federal] 

PSD  Class  II  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  (0.67  deciview).  These  predicted  impacts  would  not 
occur  from  the  project  sources  or  the  ‘No  Action’  sources  alone,  but  from  all  sources  combined 
(total  cumulative  sources).”  Since  the  “project  sources”  (both  the  CD/WII  and  the  South  Baggs 
projects)  would  not  exceed  the  USDA-Forest  Service  LAC  together,  clearly  the  South  Baggs 
Proposed  Action  would  not  exceed  the  USDA-Forest  Service  LAC  by  itself. 

The  Bureau  conducted  the  very  conservative,  but  much  simpler,  visibility  screening  analysis 
(method  2)  to  determine  if  potential  visibility  impacts  within  several  sensitive  receptors  was 
possible.  If  no  potential  impacts  were  predicted  using  the  very  conservative  method,  then  no 
further  analysis  was  necessary.  However,  because  the  screening  analysis  did  not  preclude  a 
potential  for  significant  adverse  visibility  impacts,  and  based  on  the  Bureau’s  experience  in 
predicting  potential  visibility  impacts  in  this  region  for  previous  NEPA  assessments,  the  more 
refined  potential  visibility  impact  analysis  (method  4)  was  performed. 

As  directed  under  NEPA  (40CFR1502.12),  the  Executive  Summary  “adequately  and  accurately” 
summarized  "the  major  conclusions,  areas  of  controversy  (including  issues  raised  by  agencies 
and  the  public),  and  the  issues  to  be  resolved  (including  the  choice  among  alternatives).”  The 
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Bureau  also  provided  a  detailed  description  of  both  analyses’  methods  and  results  in  a  separate 
Air  Quality  Technical  Support  Document  (USDI-BLM  1999a).  The  Bureau  also  assembled  all  air 
quality  modeling  inputs,  code  and  results  onto  compact  disks.  All  of  these  materials  were 
available  to  the  general  public  upon  request,  and  copies  were  provided  “for  inspection  by 
potentially  interested  persons  within  the  time  allowed  for  comment.” 

Finally,  the  Federal  Land  Managers’  Air  Quality  Related  Values  Workgroup  (FLAG)  has  revised 
their  recommended  visibility  impact  technical  analysis  procedure  as  described  in  the  “Draft  Phase 
I  Report”  dated  May  4,  1999  (NPS  1999).  Although  this  is  an  internal  review  document,  FLAG 
anticipates  circulating  its  preliminary  final  version  for  public  review  and  comment  through  a 
Notice  of  Availability  to  be  published  in  the  Federal  Register  in  the  Winter  of  1999-2000.  FLAG 
has  developed  analytical  procedures  in  order  to  evaluate  potential  air  pollution  effects  on  air 
quality  related  values  (specifically  visibility,  vegetation/ozone,  soils  and  surface 
waters/atmospheric  deposition),  as  required  under  the  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration 
procedures  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  (New  Source  Review). 

Although  not  required  by  NEPA,  the  Bureau  has  chosen  to  analyze  and  report  potential  visibility 
impacts  from  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives  using  the  FLAG  Draft  Phase  I  Report 
procedures  for  disclosure  to  the  general  public  and  the  decisionmaker.  Since  the  FLAG 
procedures  are  limited  to  mandatory  Federal  PSD  Class  I  areas,  FLAG  values  for  the  Bridger 
Wilderness  Area  were  applied  for  the  Popo  Agie  Wilderness  Area  and  the  Wind  River  Roadless 
Area.  Additionally,  FLAG  values  for  the  Mount  Zirkel  Wilderness  Area  were  applied  for  Dinosaur 
National  Monument  and  the  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area. 

FLAG  “Draft  Phase  I  Report”  Predicted  Visibility  Impacts  in  PSD  Class  I  and  II  Sensitive  Areas 
(number  of  days  above  a  “14  just  noticeable  change”  of  0.5  deciview). 


Direct  Project  “No  Action”  Total  Cumulative 
Location  Sources  a /  Sources  Sources 


Federal  PSD  Class  I  Sensitive  Receptors 


Bridger  Wilderness  0 

Fitzpatrick  Wilderness  0 

Mount  Zirkel  Wilderness  0 

Rawah  Wilderness  0 


4 

0 

2 

4 


5 

0 

2 

5 


Federal  PSD  Class  II  Sensitive  Receptors 

Dinosaur  National  Monument  0 

Popo  Agie  Wilderness  0 

Wind  River  Roadless  Area  0 


0 

3 

2 


2 

5 

2 


Federal  PSD  Class  ll/Wyoming  PSD  Class  I  Sensitive  Receptor 

Savage  Run  Wilderness  0  3  4 


a/  Direct  Project  Sources  include  the  Continental  Divide,  Wamsutter  II  and  South  Baggs 
projects. 
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For  potential  visibility  impacts  predicted  to  be  at  or  above  a  just  noticeable  change”  of  0.5 
deciview  for  any  day,  the  FLAG  Draft  Phase  I  Report  states  “The  FLM  [Federal  Land 
Management  Agency]  would  take  into  account  magnitude,  frequency,  duration,  and  other  factors 
in  making  an  adverse  impact  determination”  as  required  under  the  Prevention  of  Significant 
Deterioration  procedures  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  (New  Source  Review).  Given  the  results  of  the 
conservative  visibility  screening  level  analysis  (method  2)  reported  in  the  Air  Quality  Impact 
Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  text  (Volume  II  -  Table  5-4)  and  the  FLAG  Draft  Phase 
I  Report  analysis  above,  the  potential  for  significant  adverse  impacts  was  based  on  the  more 
refined  visibility  impact  analysis  (method  4). 

Comment  11-4.  Since  there  are  no  air  quality  regulatory  limits  or  standards  defining  a 
significant  adverse  visibility  impact  level,  the  Bureau  followed  NEPA  direction  by  including  “(1)  A 
statement  that  such  information  is  incomplete  or  unavailable;  (2)  a  statement  of  the  relevance  of 
the  incomplete  or  unavailable  information  to  evaluating  reasonably  foreseeable  significant 
adverse  impacts  on  the  human  environment;  (3)  a  summary  of  existing  credible  scientific 
evidence  which  is  relevant  to  evaluating  the  reasonably  foreseeable  significant  adverse  impacts 
on  the  human  environment,  and  (4)  the  agency’s  evaluation  of  such  impacts  based  upon 
theoretical  approaches  or  research  methods  generally  accepted  in  the  scientific  community” 
(40CFR1 502.22(b)). 

As  clearly  described  in  the  DEIS  text  (Appendix  D),  “A  1.0  deciview  change  is  considered 
potentially  significant  as  adopted  by  the  Grand  Canyon  Visibility  Transport  Commission  and 
reported  in  Pitchford  and  Malm  (1994).  A  1.0  deciview  change  is  defined  as  about  a  10  percent 
change  in  the  extinction  coefficient,  which  is  a  small  but  perceptible  scenic  change  under  many 
circumstances.  The  1.0  deciview  value  corresponds  to  a  2  to  5  percent  change  in  contrast,  for  a 
‘black  target’  against  a  clear  sky,  at  the  most  optically  sensitive  distance  from  an  observer. 
Factors  such  as  the  magnitude  of  deciview  change,  frequency,  time  of  the  year,  and  the 
meteorological  conditions  during  times  when  deciview  thresholds  are  above  1.0  (as  well  as 
inherent  conservatism  in  the  modeling  analyses)  should  all  be  considered  when  determining  the 
significance  of  potential  impacts.” 

Since  the  DEIS  was  published,  EPA  issued  their  Final  Regional  Haze  Regulations  (40CFR51.300 
et  seq,  Federal  Register,  Vol.  64,  No.  126,  dated  July  1,  1999)  which  also  considered  various 
visibility  impact  measures.  As  stated  by  EPA  “The  final  rule  maintains  the  deciview  as  the 
principle  visibility  metric  used  in  establishing  reasonable  progress  goals,  in  defining  baseline, 
current,  and  natural  conditions,  and  in  tracking  changes  in  visibility  conditions  over  time.  States 
may  choose  to  express  visibility  changes  in  terms  of  other  metrics,  such  as  visual  range  or  light 
extinction,  as  well  as  in  terms  of  deciview.” 

EPA  reached  this  conclusion  because  the  deciview  “metric  expresses  uniform  changes  in 
haziness  in  terms  of  common  increments  across  the  entire  range  of  visibility  conditions,  from 
pristine  to  extremely  hazy  conditions”  and  “A  one  deciview  change  in  haziness  is  a  small  but 
noticeable  change  in  haziness  under  most  circumstances  when  viewing  scenes  in  Class  I  areas.” 
The  Final  Regional  Haze  regulations  further  state  “The  EPA  believes  the  deciview  metric  has 
been  adequately  reviewed  for  use  in  the  regional  haze  program.  The  deciview  concept  was 
introduced  in  1994  in  an  article  appearing  in  the  peer-reviewed  journal  Atmospheric  Environment. 
It  was  presented  in  the  1996  Criteria  Document  for  the  PM  NAAQS  as  a  valid  metric  for 
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characterizing  visibility  impairment.  The  EPA  also  recognized  the  deciview  as  an  appropriate 
metric  for  regulatory  purposes  in  chapter  8  of  the  1996  Staff  Paper  for  the  PM  NAAQS  review. 
Both  of  these  documents  were  reviewed  and  accepted  by  the  Clean  Air  Scientific  Advisory 
Committee.  Visibility  conditions  at  Class  I  areas  have  been  characterized  in  terms  of  deciview  in 
summary  reports  on  the  IMPROVE  visibility  monitoring  network.”  The  EPA  also  supported  use  of 
the  deciview  metric  because  it  satisfies  the  National  Academy  of  Science  (NAS)  Committee  on 
Haze  in  National  Parks  and  Wilderness  Areas  for "...  development  of  an  index  that  takes  into 
account  both  measurement  of  physical  changes  (i.e.,  changes  in  air  quality)  with  elements  of 
human  perception.”  Further,  the  Congressional  Research  Service  found  “that  the  deciview  index 
‘conforms  closely’  to  the  NAS  recommendation  cited  above.” 

When  questioned  whether  a  1.0  deciview  change  is  “the  threshold  of  perception  [a  “just 
noticeable  change”]  in  all  cases  for  all  scenes,”  EPA  agreed  "that  a  one  deciview  change  should 
not  be  considered  the  threshold  of  perception  in  all  cases  for  all  scenes.  The  EPA  believes  that 
visibility  changes  of  less  than  one  deciview  are  likely  to  be  perceptible  in  some  cases,  especially 
where  the  scene  being  viewed  is  highly  sensitive  to  small  amounts  of  pollution.  The  EPA  also 
acknowledges  the  technical  point  made  by  some  commenters  that  for  other  types  of  scenes  with 
other  site-specific  conditions,  [Footnote  70:  For  example,  where  the  sight  path  to  a  scenic  feature 
is  less  than  the  maximum  visual  range]  a  change  of  more  than  1  deciview  might  be  required  in 
order  for  the  change  to  be  perceptible.  However,  EPA  wishes  to  emphasize  that  the  overall  goal 
of  the  regional  haze  program  is  not  to  track  changes  in  visibility  for  only  certain  vistas  at  a 
specific  Class  I  area.  Rather,  the  program  is  designed  to  track  changes  in  regional  visibility  for 
the  range  of  possible  views  of  sky  and  terrain  found  in  any  Class  I  area,  and  to  assure  progress 
toward  the  national  goal.  For  this  purpose,  EPA  supports  the  use  of  the  deciview  metric  as 
calculated  from  ambient  monitoring  data  for  tracking  changes  in  regional  visibility.”  EPA 
concluded  “Thus,  although  a  1  deciview  change  may  not  be  the  threshold  of  perception  in  all 
situations,  the  fundamental  advantage  of  using  the  deciview  remains:  the  deciview  metric 
expresses  uniform  changes  in  haziness  in  terms  of  common  increments  across  the  entire  range 
of  visibility  conditions,  from  pristine  to  extremely  hazy  conditions.” 

Again,  since  there  is  no  applicable  regulatory  visibility  standard  or  threshold,  the  Bureau 
evaluated  potential  visibility  impacts  “based  upon  theoretical  approaches  or  research  methods 
generally  accepted  in  the  scientific  community.” 

The  DEIS  text  (4.2.5  Cumulative  Impacts  and  Appendix  D)  also  clearly  stated  “In  addition,  the 
USDA-Forest  Service,  Regions  2  and  4  (Blett  1999),  have  also  identified  the  following  ‘Limit  of 
Acceptable  Change’  regarding  potential  significant  visibility  impacts  for  the  PSD  Class  I  and  II 
sensitive  areas  analyzed:  no  day  greater  than  0.5  deciview,  calculated  on  a  24-hour  basis.” 

The  DEIS  compared  the  potential  visibility  impact  analysis  results  to  both  the  1.0  deciview  “just 
noticeable  change”  significance  threshold  level  and  the  USDA-Forest  Service  of  a  just 
noticeable  change”  0.5  deciview  Limit  of  Acceptable  Change.  Certainly  any  organization  may 
select  any  other  significance  level  for  their  own  purposes,  and  the  Bureau  agrees  that  selecting  a 
visibility  threshold  of  significance  less  that  1.0  deciview  would  be  more  restrictive,  but  not 
generally  perceptible. 
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Finally,  when  the  Bureau  presented  it’s  basis  for  using  1.0  deciview  “just  noticeable  change”  as  a 
visibility  impact  significance  threshold  at  the  EPA  Region  8  Federal  Leadership  Forum  meeting 
(Boettcher  Mansion  Conference  Center,  Golden,  Colorado,  on  June  24,  1999),  USDA-Forest 
Service  staff  indicated  the  developers  of  the  deciview  metric  (Pitchford  and  Malm)  were 
dismayed  that  their  publication  was  being  quoted  selectively  and  otherwise  misrepresented.  The 
Bureau  has  contacted  both  authors  requesting  written  clarification  indicating  which  parts  of  their 
publication  should  either  be  deleted,  revised  or  supplemented  with  new  information.  The  Bureau 
has  not  yet  received  a  written  response  from  the  authors. 

Comment  11-5.  See  response  to  comment  8-4. 

Comment  1 1  -6.  It  is  assumed  this  comment  refers  to  Page  31  of  the  Air  Quality  Impact 
Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  text  (Volume  II  -  4.4  Dispersion  Modeling  Options), 
which  has  been  revised  to  state  “It  would  be  desirable  to  have  a  longer  time  period  to  include 
many  more  meteorological-source  impact  events  than  is  possible  in  a  one  year  data  set.  The 
very  conservative,  but  much  simpler,  multi-year  visibility  screening  analysis  (method  2)  projected 
impacts  represent  an  upper  estimate  of  potential  air  quality  impacts  which  are  unlikely  to  actually 
be  reached.” 

The  DEIS  included  both  the  very  conservative,  but  much  simpler,  visibility  screening  analysis 
(method  2)  and  the  more  refined  visibility  impact  analysis  (method  4)  results.  However,  all  air 
quality  impact  assessment  materials  presented  in  the  DEIS  represent  the  Bureau’s  “preferred 
method”  of  displaying  the  potential  visibility  degradation  and  not  “industry’s.”  Also  see  responses 
to  comments  11-3  and  8-8. 

Comment  11-7.  As  clearly  described  in  the  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support 
Document  text  (Volume  II  -  4.4.  Dispersion  Modeling  Options)  “The  refined  analysis  (Method  4) 
used  hourly  direct  IMPROVE  transmissometer  optical  extinction  measurements  for  defining  the 
actual  visibility  conditions  observed  throughout  1995.  Therefore,  the  meteorological  conditions 
which  occurred  in  defining  the  actual  background  are  the  same  as  those  applied  in  the  modeling 
analysis.  The  IMPROVE  transmissometer  values  measured  at  the  Bridger  Wilderness  Area  were 
assumed  to  be  representative  of  the  Wind  River  Roadless  Area,  and  the  Bridger,  Fitzpatrick,  and 
Popo  Agie  Wilderness  Areas.  The  IMPROVE  transmissometer  values  measured  at  Rocky 
Mountain  National  Park  were  assumed  to  be  representative  of  Dinosaur  National  Monument,  and 
the  Mount  Zirkel,  Rawah,  and  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Areas. 

"In  CALPOST  Method  4,  hourly  transmissometer  measurements  are  averaged  to  compute  24- 
hour  average  background  extinction  values  for  each  day  in  1995.  The  main  advantage  of  this 
technique  is  that  correlations  between  meteorological  conditions,  actual  visibility  conditions,  and 
potential  source  impacts  can  be  evaluated  in  the  delta  deciview  calculation  rather  than  using  the 
conservative  long  term  mean  of  the  20%  cleanest  seasonal  visibility  background  data  alone.  For 
this  reason,  Method  4  is  considered  the  ‘refined’  technique.  Because  Method  4  compares 
potential  visibility  impacts  to  the  entire  range  (from  the  1%  level  to  the  100%  level)  of  actual 
measured  background  visibility  conditions,  it  may,  in  fact,  produce  larger  peak  visibility  impacts 
than  Method  2  which  only  uses  the  90%  level.  Since  the  Method  2  screening  approach  assumes 
the  20%  cleanest  visibility  conditions  would  occur  every  day  of  the  year,  the  peak  impact  would 
be  less,  but  the  number  of  days  predicted  to  have  perceptible  impacts  would  be  greater.  Method 
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4  is  simply  designed  to  use  more  detailed  information  on  the  actual  background  visibility 
conditions  measured  during  1995  when  potential  source  impacts  on  visibility  are  predicted  in  the 
sensitive  areas.” 

Because  the  very  conservative,  but  much  simpler,  visibility  screening  analysis  (method  2) 
assumes  the  20th  percentile  cleanest  seasonal  IMPROVE  fine  particulate  matter  concentrations 
would  occur  on  every  day  of  the  year,  the  visibility  screening  analysis  (method  2)  simply  can  not 
provide  “more  realistic  estimates”  of  visibility  impacts  than  the  more  refined  visibility  impact 
analysis  (method  4)  based  on  direct  hourly  optical  measurements. 

In  addition,  IWAQM  (EPA  1998)  does  not  specify  the  period  of  “baseline  visibility  data,”  nor  does 
IWAQM  indicate  a  preference  for  “at  least  a  5  year  average.”  IWAQM  does  state  “As  noted 
previously,  visibility  analyses  are  compared  against  a  background  condition.  The  estimates  of 
background  visibility  conditions  at  Class  I  areas  are  derived  from  the  IMPROVE  (Interagency 
Monitoring  of  PROtected  Visual  Environments)  network.  There  are  several  methods  of  obtaining 
estimates  of  the  background  visibility.  These  include  reconstructed  extinction  from  speciated 
measurements  of  particulate  matter,  direct  measurement  of  extinction  with  a  transmissometer, 
and  estimates  of  extinction  from  photographs.” 

The  statement  that "...  visibility  impacts  on  ‘dirty  days’  are  less  apparent  to  the  human  eye  ...”  is 
also  incorrect.  As  stated  in  the  IWAQM  document,  the  deciview  visibility  “index  was  specifically 
designed  so  that  anywhere  along  its  scale,  haziness  changes  that  are  equally  perceptible 
correspond  to  the  same  deciview  difference.  For  example,  a  3  dv  difference  caused  by  a  change 
in  air  quality  should  result  in  about  the  same  perceived  change  in  haziness,  whether  under  clean 
or  highly  polluted  conditions.” 

However,  adding  equal  air  pollutant  amounts  into  either  clean  or  polluted  background  conditions 
will  certainly  have  different  visual  impacts,  and  if  future  background  optical  conditions  are  more 
clear  than  those  measured  in  1995,  greater  potential  visibility  impacts  would  be  predicted. 
Similarly,  if  future  background  optical  conditions  are  less  clear  than  those  measured  in  1995, 
fewer  potential  visibility  impacts  would  be  predicted. 

Finally,  as  clearly  described  in  the  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document 
text  (Volume  II  -  Appendix  C  -  Analysis  of  Visibility  Data  in  SW  Wyoming  and  NW  Colorado)  “In 
order  to  assist  in  determining  the  ‘representativeness’  of  1995  optical  data,  Mr.  Neth  also 
prepared  graphical  displays  of  seasonal  and  annual  10-50-90  percentile  Standard  Visual  Range 
bar  charts  for  the  Bridger  and  Rocky  Mountain  optical  data  period  of  record  (Fall  1988  through 
Summer  1997).  As  would  be  expected,  both  monitoring  locations  showed  an  annual  cycle  with 
the  highest  (most  clear)  conditions  occurring  in  Winter,  and  the  lowest  (most  obscured) 
conditions  occurring  in  Summer/Fall.  In  general,  the  1995  data  year  was  well  within  extreme 
values  measured  in  other  years  (it  was  neither  the  ‘most  clear1  or  ‘most  obscured’  data  year), 
although  the  range  of  difference  between  the  10th  and  90th  percentile  values  was  less  than  most 
other  data  years.” 

Comment  11-8.  As  clearly  described  in  of  the  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support 
Document  text  (Volume  II  -  5.2  Visibility  Impacts)  “It  is  also  important  to  remember  that  both  the 
screening  (Method  2)  and  refined  (Method  4)  visibility  impact  analyses  assumed:  1) 
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reconstructed  or  measured  background  conditions  measured  at  one  location  were  representative 
of  the  entire  sensitive  area  (as  well  as  other  sensitive  areas);  2)  the  maximum  modeled  24-hour 
primary  and  secondary  particulate  matter  concentration  at  one  location  was  representative  of  the 
entire  sensitive  area;  and  3)  these  predicted  conditions  would  occur  uniformly  throughout  the 
calculated  view  distance  (i.e.:  250  km).  These  are  conservative  assumptions.” 

The  Bureau  regrets  any  confusion  it  caused  by  referring  to  the  assumption  “reconstructed  or 
measured  background  conditions  measured  at  one  location  were  representative  of  the  entire 
sensitive  area  (as  well  as  other  sensitive  areas)”  as  conservative.  This  assumption  neither 
overestimates  nor  underestimates  potential  impacts. 

However,  assuming  the  maximum  primary  and  secondary  particulate  matter  concentrations 
predicted  at  any  single  location  within  the  sensitive  area  would  occur  evenly  throughout  the  entire 
sensitive  area,  as  well  as  in  all  directions  throughout  the  entire  visual  range  (up  to  hundreds  of 
kilometers),  are  very  conservative  assumptions.  The  Revised  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment 
Technical  Support  Document  text  (Volume  II  -  5.2  Visibility  Impacts)  has  been  revised  to  clarify 
the  last  two  assumptions  are  very  conservative.  Also  see  responses  to  comments  11-9  and  11- 
39 

Comment  11-9.  As  clearly  described  in  of  the  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support 
Document  text  (Volume  II  -  Appendix  C  Analysis  of  Visibility  Data  in  SW  Wyoming  and  NW 
Colorado) "...  the  1995  Mount  Zirkel  PSD  Class  I  Area  nephelometer  optical  data  are  flawed,  and 
should  not  be  used  in  the  Continental  Divide/Greater  Wamsutter  II  and  South  Baggs  Projects  Air 
Quality  Impact  Assessment,” "...  the  Mount  Zirkel  data  displayed  much  greater  variability, 
sometimes  up  to  100  km  changes  in  a  single  day.  The  Mount  Zirkel  data  were  especially  erratic 
in  the  winter  months,  but  even  when  they  ‘settled  down’  in  the  summer  months,  the  measured 
visibility  values  were  typically  50  km  higher  (more  clear)  than  either  the  Bridger  or  Rocky 
Mountain  values.  Erratic  Mount  Zirkel  winter  values  could  be  consistent  with  local  pollution 
source  impacts  and/or  atmospheric  cleansing  by  snowfall,  and  the  summertime  offset  could  be 
consistent  with  an  incorrect  assumption  of  Rayleigh  (pure  air)  scattering  and/or  a  background 
light  absorbing  component.  Regardless  of  the  cause,  the  Mount  Zirkel  data  are  too  inconsistent 
to  properly  represent  background  conditions.” 

It  may  appear  that  the  Bureau  “rejected  ...  Mt.  Zirkel  visibility  background  data  in  favor  of  the 
RMNP  visibility  data”  for  “non-valid  reasons”  given  a  very  simplistic  comparison  of  nephelometer 
and  transmissometer  data.  However,  a  more  thorough  understanding  of  how  these  monitoring 
devices  operate  (EPA  1999)  support  excluding  the  Mount  Zirkel  nephelometer  data. 

The  Bridger  and  Rocky  Mountain  transmissometers  measure  the  actual,  total  optical  extinction 
observed  in  the  atmosphere  over  a  path  length  of  a  nearly  4  to  8  kilometers  at  elevations  around 
2500  meters.  Transmissometers  do  not  modify  the  atmosphere  in  any  way,  and  directly  measure 
light  absorption  due  to  particles  (such  as  soot)  and  gases  (such  as  N02),  and  light  scattering  due 
to  particles  (both  fine  and  coarse  size  ranges)  and  gasses  (Rayleigh  scattering).  Most 
importantly,  transmissometers  measure  the  optical  characteristics  that  a  human  observer  would 
see,  that  is,  a  smoke  plume  or  clouds  in  the  sight  path  will  indicate  high  extinction  and  low 
visibility. 
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The  Mount  Zirkel  nephelometer  measures  only  a  portion  of  light  scattering  due  to  particles 
(abbreviated  to  a  170  degree,  rather  than  a  180  degree,  acceptance  angle),  by  drawing  a 
continuous  air  sample  into  a  nearly  20  x  20  x  25  cm  sample  chamber  at  an  elevation  of  around 
3100  meters.  Nephelometers  can  not  measure  light  absorption  due  to  particles  or  gasses,  and 
measure  only  a  portion  of  the  coarse  particle  scattering.  Since  nephelometers  are  periodically 
calibrated  to  “zero”  with  filtered  air,  they  do  not  directly  measure  gaseous  (Rayleigh)  scattering, 
and  unlike  transmissometers,  calibration  errors  are  multiplicative  rather  than  additive  (Sisler 
1996).  Finally,  and  most  importantly,  nephelometers  will  erroneously  indicate  the  best  (most 
clear)  visibility  conditions  during  precipitation  events  which  remove  light  scattering  particles  by 
wet  deposition  (e.g.;  a  nephelometer  may  indicate  over  390  km  visibility  during  a  snow  storm 
where  actual  visibility  is  less  than  10  meters). 

Given  these  physical  differences  in  the  two  visibility  measuring  instruments,  the  nephelometer 
will  consistently  report  lower  extinction  (clearer  visibility)  than  a  transmissometer,  even  if  both 
instruments  were  measuring  exactly  the  same  atmospheric  conditions. 

Light  scattering  due  to  particle  growth  can  be  very  significant  under  high  relative  humidity  (RH) 
conditions.  For  example,  given  an  equal  and  constant  concentration  of  fine  (ammonium  sulfate) 
particles,  light  scattering  increases  by  nearly:  2x  at  70  per  cent  RH,  3x  at  80  per  cent  RH,  5x  at 
90  per  cent  RH,  lOx  at  95  per  cent  RH,  and  over  20x  at  98  per  cent  RH.  However,  even  though 
both  the  transmissometer  and  nephelometer  measure  increased  optical  extinction  due  to  particle 
growth  with  increasing  relative  humidity,  the  interagency  IMPROVE  protocol  identifies 
transmissometer  values  measured  above  90  per  cent  relative  humidity  as  invalid  due  to 
meteorological  interference. 

As  clearly  reported  in  of  the  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  text 
(Volume  II  -5.2  Visibility  Impacts),  both  the  Bridger  and  Rocky  Mountain  transmissometers 
measured  nearly  5000  hours  of  valid  data  during  1995.  Conversely,  the  “Mt.  Zirkel  Wilderness 
Area  Reasonable  Attribution  Study  of  Visibility  Impairment”  (Watson  et  al  1996)  reported  less 
than  4200  hours  of  valid  nephelometer  data  in  1995.  In  addition,  the  “Attribution  Study” 
presented  hourly  observed  Mount  Zirkel  nephelometer  measurements  which  fluxuated  wildly 
between  10  and  60  Mm'1,  especially  during  winter  periods  at  greater  than  90  per  cent  RH,  and 
when  localized  existing  sources  of  sulfate  were  potentially  influencing  the  nephelometer. 

To  summarize,  given  it’s  high  sampling  elevation  and  location,  it  appears  the  Mount  Zirkel 
nephelometer  (when  reporting  valid  data)  was  measuring  low  particle  scattering  within  clouds 
(above  the  mixed  layer),  with  occasional  intrusions  of  sulfate  from  within  the  mixed  layer,  during 
much  of  1995.  The  1995  Mount  Zirkel  nephelometer  data  were  too  incomplete  and  inconsistent 
to  properly  represent  background  conditions. 

Comment  11-10.  Temporary  emissions  during  construction  (well  pad  construction,  drilling, 
completion/flaring,  and  pipeline  construction)  were  analyzed  as  described  in  the  Air  Quality 
Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  (Volume  I  -  Emission  Inventory  and  Near-Field 
Analysis).  However,  these  temporary  emissions  were  not  included  in  the  far-field  air  quality 
impact  assessment  because  these  emissions  would  not  occur  under  the  cumulative  maximum 
emission  scenario.  The  maximum  emission  scenario  occurs  when  all  wells  are  operating 
simultaneously  and  total  field  compression  is  at  maximum  levels.  Since  not  all  wells  require 
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maximum  compression  at  production  onset,  the  maximum  total  field  compression  would  not 
occur  until  after  construction  activities  were  completed,  several  years  after  the  last  well  went  into 
production. 

Both  the  FEIS  text  (4. 2. 3. 3  Alternative  B)  and  the  Revised  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment 
Technical  Support  Document  text  (Volume  I  -  2.2  CD/WIIPA  Production  Emissions  and  5.1.4 
HAP  Impacts)  have  been  revised  to  clearly  include  potential  well  blowdown  VOC  emission 
impacts  (including  HAPs  impacts).  Although  the  potential  8-hour  benzene  concentration 
increased,  there  was  no  significant  change  in  the  incremental  long-term  cancer  risk  for  a  Most 
Likely  Exposure  and  a  Maximally  Exposed  Individual.  No  other  8-hour  HAP  concentrations 
exceeded  the  lower  end  of  the  states  Acceptable  Ambient  Concentration  Levels  (AACL). 

Comment  11-11.  Although  not  required  by  NEPA,  the  Bureau  chose  to  use  an  advisory 
stakeholder  process  when  developing  the  CD\WII\SB  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Protocol 
(USDI-BLM  1998)  describing  the  methodology  the  Bureau  intended  to  use  prior  to  conducting  the 
air  quality  impact  assessment.  The  sole  purpose  was  to  enhance  "cooperation  before  the 
environmental  impact  statement  is  prepared,  rather  than  submission  of  adversary  comments  on 
a  completed  document”  consistent  with  NEPA  regulations  (40CFR1 500.5).  However,  the 
advisory  stakeholder  process  does  not  in  any  way  alter  the  Bureau’s  authority  and  responsibility 
to  conduct  the  air  quality  impact  assessment  consistent  with  existing  NEPA  regulations.  When 
used,  each  air  quality  impact  assessment  protocol  must  be  developed  on  a  case-by-case  basis, 
and  no  standard  protocol  is  anticipated. 

The  advisory  stakeholder  team  included  representatives  of  the:  Operators  (Amoco  Oil  Company, 
Merit  Energy  Company,  Union  Pacific  Resources  Company,  Yates  Petroleum,  Snyder  Oil 
Corporation,  and  others);  Analysis  Contractors  (TRC  Mariah  Associates,  Inc.,  Earth  Tech,  Inc., 
and  Gary  Holsan  Environmental  Planning);  State  Air  Quality  Regulatory  Agencies  (Wyoming 
Department  of  Environmental  Quality-Air  Quality  Division  and  Colorado  Department  of  Public 
Health  and  Environment-Air  Pollution  Control  Division);  Federal  Agencies  (U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  USDA-Forest  Service,  USDI-Bureau  of  Land  Management,  and  USDI- 
National  Park  Service);  a  Tribal  Agency  (the  Wind  River  Environmental  Quality  Commission);  and 
an  Environmental  Organization  (the  Wyoming  Outdoor  Council). 

Prior  to  and  during  advisory  stakeholder  meetings,  the  Bureau  emphasized  that  the  team’s 
purpose  was  to  enhance  cooperation  before  the  Bureau  conducted  it’s  air  quality  impact 
assessment,  rather  than  to  simply  risk  receiving  adversarial  comments  on  the  DEIS.  The  Bureau 
also  expressed  a  desire  to  obtain  consensus,  but  insisted  where  consensus  was  not  possible, 
the  Bureau  was  solely  responsible  for  conducting  the  assessment.  Apparently,  some 
stakeholder  participants  either  misunderstood  or  chose  to  ignore  the  advisory  nature  of  the  team. 
This  may  be  because  in  most  cases  consensus  was  reached  and  the  Bureau  conducted  the  air 
quality  impact  assessment  as  discussed  by  the  advisory  stakeholders. 

Three  formal  advisory  stakeholder  team  meetings  were  held,  and  formal  stakeholder  comments 
were  solicited  until  April  10,  1998.  In  addition,  the  Bureau  also  communicated  with  individual 
stakeholder  team  members  as  needed  prior  to  issuing  the  Final  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment 
Protocol  on  September  28,  1998  (USDI-BLM  1998).  All  “protocol  and  modeling  related 
decisions”  were  made  by  the  Bureau,  and  not  by  any  other  stakeholder  (including  Amoco  Oil 
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Company). 

Finally,  as  clearly  stated  in  the  Final  Protocol  (Page  1)  “The  purpose  of  this  protocol  is  to  ensure 
that  the  approach,  input  data,  computational  methods,  etc.,  are  acceptable  to  BLM,  and  that 
interested  parties  have  had  the  opportunity  to  review  and  provide  input,  before  the  study  is 
initiated.”  In  a  few  instances,  based  on  unforseen  circumstances  after  the  Final  Protocol  was 
issued,  the  Bureau  modified  the  air  quality  impact  assessment  procedures.  These  changes  are 
described  in  the  Revised  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  (USDI- 
BLM  1999b),  and  were  discussed  at  a  preliminary  results  presentation  for  the  Bureau’s  Wyoming 
State  Director  (held  February  16,  1999).  The  entire  advisory  stakeholder  team  was  invited  to 
attend  that  presentation  and  to  present  any  comments  at  that  time.  Although  not  required  by 
NEPA,  using  an  advisory  stakeholder  process  to  assist  the  Bureau  in  implementing  it’s  authority 
and  responsibility  to  conduct  air  quality  impact  assessments  is  consistent  with  existing  NEPA 
regulations. 


Comment  11-12.  As  required  by  NEPA,  the  Bureau  addresses  each  of  it’s  potential 
management  decisions  separately  depending  on  the  specific  Proposed  Action.  Although  there  is 
no  “standard”  air  quality  impact  analysis  methodology,  the  Bureau  follows  the  Federal  NEPA 
regulations  faithfully.  Regarding  individual  Proposed  Actions  and  Alternatives,  the  methods  used 
to  evaluate  potential  air  quality  impacts  are  determined  on  a  case-by-case  basis.  This  is 
consistent  with  NEPA  direction  to  discuss  impacts  “in  proportion  to  their  significance” 

(40CFR1 502.2(b))  and  to  apply  analysis  methods  that  are  generally  accepted  in  the  scientific 
community  (40CFR1 502.24).  It  is  logical  that  the  Bureau  may  use  much  of  the  same  data  and 
many  of  the  same  methods  as  state,  tribal  or  local  air  quality  regulatory  agencies  (which  must  be 
standard  by  law),  however  NEPA  specifies  only  the  systematic  approach  (depending  on  the 
scope,  potential  significance,  etc.),  and  not  standard  methods  to  adequately  disclose  potential  air 
quality  impacts  from  a  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives  before  such  activities  are  authorized. 


Comment  11-13. 
Comment  11-14. 
Comment  11-15. 


See  response  to  comment  8-2. 

See  responses  to  comments  1 1-9  and  11-39. 

Also  see  responses  to  comments  11-3,  11-7,  and  12-28. 


Comment  11-16.  As  described  in  response  to  comment  11-11,  the  Bureau  chose  to  use  an 
advisory  stakeholder  process  to  prepare  a  protocol  describing  the  methodology  the  Bureau 
intended  to  use  prior  to  conducting  the  air  quality  impact  assessment.  That  formal  process  was 
completed  when  the  Final  Protocol  was  issued  on  September  28,  1998.  The  visibility  analysis 
was  done  in  a  “technically  supportable”  manner,  and  no  re-analysis  is  necessary.  Also  see 
responses  to  comments  8-4,  11-2,  11-3,  11-4,  11-7,  11-33,  12-28,  and  13-2. 


(Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  11/South  Baqqs  Air  Quality  Technical  Support  Document 

Comments  -  Volume  I,  Near  Field  Analysis) 

Comment  11-17.  The  Revised  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document 
text  (Volume  I  -  Executive  Summary)  has  been  corrected. 
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Comment  11-18.  The  Revised  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document 
text  (Volume  I  -  Figures  1.1  and  2.3)  has  been  revised  to  indicate  the  correct  location  of  the 
South  Baggs  project  area.  However,  these  figures  were  not  used  to  determine  modeled  source 
locations  in  the  analysis,  but  only  to  show  the  approximate  locations  of  general  features  within 
the  Cumulative  Impact  Analysis  Area.  Modeled  sources  and  receptors  were  located  using 
Universal  Transverse  Mercator  (UTM)  coordinates  determined  from  USGS  and  BLM  maps. 

Comment  11-19.  The  assumed  time  frames  are  consistent  between  the  CD/WII  DEIS  and  the 
Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  (Volume  I  -  Appendix  A1)  emissions 
calculations  for  rig  up/rig  down,  pipeline  construction,  and  well  pad/resource  road  construction. 
Because  the  completion  and  testing  phase  (during  which  flaring  will  take  place)  is  estimated  to 
occur  for  a  maximum  of  15  days,  flaring  emissions  were  conservatively  calculated  for  a  period  of 
15  days,  24  hours  per  day. 

The  time  durations  for  rig  up/rig  down,  pipeline  construction,  well  pad/resource  road  construction, 
and  completion/testing  reported  in  the  South  Baggs  DEIS  are  inconsistent  with  those  used  to 
calculate  pollutant  emissions  in  the  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document 
(Volume  I  -  Appendix  A2).  However,  because  activity  duration  estimates  reported  in  the 
CD/WIIPA  were  greater  than  those  reported  in  the  South  Baggs  EIS,  the  CD/WIIPA  time 
durations  were  conservatively  used  to  calculate  South  Baggs  emission  rates. 

Finally,  the  Revised  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  text  (Volume  I  - 
2.1  Construction  Emissions)  has  been  revised  to  clearly  describe  the  completion  and  flaring 
emission  assumptions. 

Comment  11-20.  As  authorized  under  NEPA  (40CFR1502.21  and  40CFR1 502.24),  the  Bureau 
provided  a  detailed  description  of  the  methodology  used  in  performing  the  air  quality  impact 
assessment  in  separate  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Documents  (USDI- 
BLM  1999a  and  USDI-BLM  1999b).  The  Bureau  also  assembled  all  air  quality  modeling  inputs, 
code  and  results  onto  compact  disks.  All  of  these  materials  were  available  to  the  general  public 
upon  request,  and  copies  were  provided  “for  inspection  by  potentially  interested  persons  within 
the  time  allowed  for  comment.” 

Comment  11-21.  The  Revised  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document 
text  (Volume  1-4.1  Meteorology  and  Figure  1.1)  has  been  revised  to  indicate  the  correct  location 
of  Rawlins,  Wyoming. 

Comment  11-22.  A  representative  meteorological  data  set  was  selected  for  use  in  each 
modeling  analysis.  The  South  Baggs  surface  meteorology  data  were  determined  to  be  most 
representative  of  meteorological  conditions  at  the  South  Baggs  Project  area,  and  are 
representative  of  a  small  portion  of  the  CD/WIIPA.  There  are  terrain  features  close  to  the  South 
Baggs  Project  Area  that  affect  the  observed  meteorology.  For  the  CD/WIIPA,  the  Rock  Springs 
data  were  selected  due  in  part  to  Rock  Springs’  close  proximity.  These  data  also  best  represent 
typical  regional  meteorology  conditions  in  southwest  Wyoming,  exhibiting  a  greater  frequency  of 
high  wind  speeds  and  persistent  wind  direction. 
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Comment  11-23.  The  Revised  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document 
text  (Volume  I  -  Table  4.1)  has  been  revised  to  clearly  indicate  that  the  assumed  South  Baggs 
Area  background  concentrations  were  based  on  data  collected  throughout  southwestern 
Wyoming  and  northern  Colorado. 

Comment  11-24.  The  particulate  modeling  analysis  included  emissions  from  construction 
activities  at  a  single  well  site,  and  concurrent  construction  of  adjoining  well  sites  is  not  likely; 
therefore,  well  spacing  was  not  addressed. 

However,  the  dispersion  modeling  analyses  for  CO,  NOx,  and  HAPs  examined  production 
impacts  at  multiple  well  sites.  For  these  analyses,  the  minimum  well  site  spacing  as  displayed  in 
the  Revised  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  (Volume  I  -  Figure  5.8) 
was  used  to  maximize  potential  impacts. 

Comment  11-25.  See  response  to  comment  11-10. 

Comment  11-26.  The  Revised  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document 
text  (Volume  I  -  Table  B1-1.5)  has  been  revised  to  clearly  describe  the  table’s  contents. 

Comment  11-27.  Due  to  the  similarity  in  surface  disturbance  size  in  the  CD/WIIPA,  the  Baggs, 
Wyoming,  wind  data  were  initially  used  to  calculate  wind  erosion  emissions  for  both  the  South 
Baggs  and  CD/WII  project  areas.  This  assumption  resulted  in  an  underestimation  of  wind 
erosion  emission  in  the  CD/WIIPA,  which  has  been  revised  in  both  the  Revised  Air  Quality 
Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  text  (Volume  I  -  2.4  Wind  Erosion  Emissions, 
and  Table  5.2)  and  the  CD/WIIPA  FEIS  text  (4. 1.1.1  Proposed  Action). 

Comment  11-28.  As  was  done  for  previous  NEPA  documents,  and  because  the  Reference 
(Scheffe  1988)  would  not  otherwise  be  “reasonably  available  for  inspection  by  potentially 
interested  persons”  (40CFR1 502.21),  the  Bureau  included  the  most  legible  available  copy  in  the 
Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  (Volume  I  -  Appendix  E:  VOC/NOx 
Point  Source  Screening  Tables).  Subsequent  to  your  comment,  the  Bureau  contacted  the  author 
for  a  more  legible  version,  but  the  document  is  currently  out  of  print.  Although  the  version  printed 
for  the  DEIS  is  not  perfect,  the  Bureau  finds  the  text  completely  legible,  and  would  gladly  meet 
with  the  USDA-Forest  Service  to  jointly  review  the  document. 

(Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  11/South  Baggs  Air  Quality  Technical  Support  Document 

Comments  -  Volume  II.  Far  Field  Analysis) 

Comment  11-29.  As  clearly  described  in  the  DEIS  text  (4. 2. 3. 3  Alternative  B)  and  in  the  Air 
Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  text  (Volume  1-5.1  Continental 
Divide/Wamsutter  II  Near-Field  Modeling  and  5.2  South  Baggs  Near-Field  Modeling),  potential 
near-field  air  quality  impacts  were  modeled  separately  for  each  proposed  action.  However,  for 
the  far-field  cumulative  analysis  (as  described  in  the  Final  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment 
Protocol),  given  the  same  likelihood  of  potential  development,  both  the  Continental 
Divide/Wamsutter  II  and  South  Baggs  projects  were  combined  and  reported  as  "Project 
Sources.”  Although  dependant  on  temporal  meteorological  conditions,  distance  to  sensitive 
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receptors,  etc.,  it  is  safe  to  assume  the  combined  predicted  “Project  Sources”  impacts  are 
dominated  by  the  CD/WII  Proposed  Action  (with  3,000  wells,  5  compressor  stations  and  one  gas 
plant)  rather  than  the  South  Baggs  Alternative  B  (with  90  wells  and  one  compressor  station). 

Comment  11-30.  The  Revised  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document 
text  (Volume  II  -  Figure  3.2)  has  been  revised  to  clearly  see  the  modeled  wind  vectors. 

Comment  11-31.  The  Revised  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document 
text  (Volume  II  -  4.2  Modeling  Grid  and  Receptors)  has  been  revised  as  recommended. 

Comment  11-32.  As  clearly  stated  in  the  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support 
Document  text  (Volume  II  -  4.4  Dispersion  Modeling  Options),  “The  relative  humidity  correction  is 
intended  to  account  for  aerosol  growth  by  hygroscopic  particles”  and  “The  tabulated  relative 
humidity  adjustment  factors  in  the  FLAG  report  (NPS  1998)  are  used  to  determine  Frh.  Unlike  the 
FLAG  protocol,  however,  a  maximum  relative  humidity  of  90%  has  been  used  in  computing  F^ 
rather  than  98%,  because  it  is  highly  unlikely,  due  to  non-uniform  cloudiness,  that  fundamental 
aerosol  and  observed  visibility  criteria  (i.e.,  homogenous  atmosphere,  uniform  sky  brightness, 
etc. )  would  occur  under  high  relative  humidity  conditions  in  the  analysis  area.  The  basis  for 
limiting  aerosol  growth  at  90%  relative  humidity  is  because  optical  monitoring  devices  are  not 
reliable  at  humidity  values  above  this  level.  In  CALPOST,  the  FLAG  methodology  is 
implemented  as  visibility  Method  2.” 

The  basic  formula  for  calculating  visibility  impacts,  developed  by  H.  Koschmieder  in  1924, 
includes  the  assumption  that  sky  brightness  at  the  observer  is  similar  to  the  sky  brightness  at  the 
observed  object.  As  described  in  “Protecting  Visibility  -  An  EPA  Report  to  Congress”  (EPA  1979) 
“The  effect  on  visual  range  of  inhomogeneous  illumination,  such  as  that  under  scattered  clouds, 
is  difficult  to  analyze  by  elementary  methods.  Limited  experimental  evidence  indicates  that  this 
effect  may  not  be  great  for  short  visual  ranges  (less  than  50  km)”  however  “The  studies  were 
conducted  in  relatively  polluted  conditions.  The  effect  of  scattered  clouds  or  differing  sky 
brightness  on  visual  range  in  clean  areas  should  be  further  investigated.” 

In  1991,  the  U.S.  National  Acid  Precipitation  Assessment  Program  (NAPAP  1991),  in  their 
“Report  24  -  Visibility:  Existing  and  Historical  Conditions  -  Causes  and  Effects”  stated  “To  the 
person  on  the  street  (and  to  perception  investigators),  visibility  is  associated  with  changes  in  the 
appearance  of  scenic  characteristics  (e.g.,  changes  in  color,  loss  of  detail,  or  limits  on  the  most 
distant  visible  feature).  In  addition  to  the  optical  characteristics  of  the  atmosphere,  lighting 
conditions  and  intrinsic  scene  characteristics  control  the  appearance  of  scenes.  Lighting 
conditions  change  continually  due  to  variations  in  sun  angle.  Scene  characteristics  (i.e.,  cloud 
cover,  vegetation,  snow  cover,  etc.)  are  more  erratic  than  sun  angle  changes  and  are  generally 
beyond  quantitative  measurement  or  prediction.  ...  With  a  number  of  assumptions  and  for  simple 
lighting  conditions  (e.g.,  no  clouds  in  the  sky)  scene  measurements  can  be  used  to  estimate 
optical  indexes.”  The  Report  further  stated  “there  are  a  number  of  variables  such  as  sun  angle, 
cloud  cover,  and  scene  composition  that  are  firmly  integrated  into  judgments  of  aesthetic  value  of 
a  scenic  resource.  Therefore,  studies  designed  to  assess  social,  psychological,  or  economical 
value  associated  with  a  given  change  in  atmospheric  particulate  concentration  must  be  designed 
in  such  a  way  that  these  confounding  variables  do  not  affect  the  outcome  of  the  experiment.” 
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In  addition,  the  DEIS  applied  the  deciview  visual  index  developed  by  Pitchford  and  Malm  (1994) 
to  indicate  the  potential  for  a  “significant  adverse”  visibility  impact.  The  authors  concluded:  “a  1 
to  2  dv  [deciview]  difference  corresponds  to  a  small,  visibly  perceptible  change  in  scene 
appearance  where  the  assumptions  used  to  develop  the  deciview  scale  are  met ...”  Their 
assumptions  included  "...  that  the  sky  radiance  at  the  target  is  the  same  as  the  sky  radiance  at 
the  observer”  (e.g.;  no  clouds  in  the  sky). 

Finally,  IWAQM  (EPA  1998)  makes  no  recommendation  regarding  the  rejection  of 
transmissometer  data  “on  the  basis  of  RH  unless  it  exceeds  ...  98%. ”  IWAQM  does  state  “As 
noted  previously,  visibility  analyses  are  compared  against  a  background  condition.  The  estimates 
of  background  visibility  conditions  at  Class  I  areas  are  derived  from  the  IMPROVE  (Interagency 
Monitoring  of  PROtected  Visual  Environments)  network.  There  are  several  methods  of  obtaining 
estimates  of  the  background  visibility.  These  include  reconstructed  extinction  from  speciated 
measurements  of  particulate  matter,  direct  measurement  of  extinction  with  a  transmissometer, 
and  estimates  of  extinction  from  photographs.” 

In  fact,  the  IMPROVE  “Standard  Operating  Procedures  and  Technical  Instructions  for 
Transmissometer  Systems”  (Air  Resource  Specialists,  Inc.,  n.d.)  and  the  EPA  “Visibility 
Monitoring  Guidance”  (EPA  1999)  both  clearly  state  “When  the  relative  humidity  measured  at  the 
receiver  is  greater  than  90%,  the  corresponding  transmissometer  measurement  is  flagged  as 
having  a  possible  interference”  and  "...  inferring  a  precise  knowledge  of  the  meteorological 
conditions  along  a  sight  path  at  high  relative  humidity  from  a  single  point  measurement  is  very 
difficult.  When  the  relative  humidity  is  above  90%  at  one  end  of  the  path,  small  random 
temperature  or  absolute  humidity  fluctuations  along  the  path  can  lead  to  condensation  of  water 
vapor  causing  meteorological  interferences.  Thus,  in  accordance  with  the  conservative 
philosophy  expressed  above,  the  90%  relative  humidity  limit  was  selected  for  this  test.” 

Comment  11-33.  NEPA  directs  the  Bureau  to  “succinctly  describe  the  environment  of  the 
area(s)  to  be  affected”  (40CFR1502.15),  to  “provide  full  and  fair  discussion  of  [potential] 
significant  environmental  impacts”  (40CFR1 502.1),  and  to  “present  the  [potential]  environmental 
impacts  of  the  proposal  and  alternatives  in  comparative  form,  thus  sharply  defining  the  issues 
and  providing  a  clear  basis  for  choice  among  options  by  the  decisionmaker  and  the  public” 
(40CFR1502.14). 

The  refined  visibility  impact  analysis  used  hourly  transmissometer  optical  monitoring  data 
collected  during  1995  at  both  the  Bridger  Wilderness  Area  and  Rocky  Mountain  National  Park 
mandatory  Federal  PSD  Class  I  areas  in  order  to  define  existing  background  conditions.  Since 
there  are  a  number  of  “reasonably  foreseeable”  air  pollutant  emission  sources  which  were  not 
operating  in  1995,  their  potential  visibility  impacts  were  analyzed  to  establish  the  future  Affected 
Environment  (adjusted  background).  Finally,  potential  visibility  impacts  from  the  Proposed  Action 
and  Alternatives  were  combined  with  the  adjusted  background  in  order  to  fully  disclose  potential 
cumulative  environmental  impacts.  Given  the  mixture  of  impacts  from  existing  sources, 
“proposed,  but  not  operating”  reasonably  foreseeable  sources,  and  the  Proposed  Action  and 
Alternatives,  the  Bureau  could  not  use  a  5-year  average  of  measured  optical  conditions. 

Also  see  responses  to  comments  8-31,  11-3,  11-7,  12-28,  and  13-2. 
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Comment  11-34.  NEPA  does  not  require  the  use  of  any  specific  method,  including  the  USDA- 
Forest  Service  “protocols,”  for  assessing  potential  visibility  impacts  in  sensitive  areas.  Also  see 
responses  to  comments  11-3,  11-6,  12-28,  and  13-2. 

Comment  11-35.  Although  conditions  may  be  different  on  the  eastern  side  of  the  continental 
divide,  the  availability  of  measured  visibility  data  to  characterize  these  differences  is  limited.  The 
Method  2  background  visibility  values  provided  by  the  USDA-Forest  Service  did  not  distinguish 
between  the  eastern  and  western  sides  of  the  continental  divide.  For  Method  4,  the 
transmissometer  data  is  also  only  available  on  the  western  side  of  the  continental  divide,  so  the 
assumption  that  the  Bridger  data  is  representative  of  the  entire  area  is  necessary,  given  the 
available  data.  Also  see  response  to  comment  11-8. 

Comment  11-36.  The  ANC  values  used  for  Deep  Lake  and  Lower  Saddlebag  Lake  were  those 
identified  in  the  Final  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Protocol.  Although  the  revised  values  do 
not  have  any  material  impact  on  the  results  or  conclusions,  the  FEIS  text  (Table  D-2)  and  the 
Revised  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  text  (Volume  II  -  5.3 
Deposition  Fluxes  and  Table  5.11)  have  been  recalculated  based  on  the  revised  background 
ANC  values  provided  by  the  USDA-Forest  Service. 

Comment  11-37.  The  Revised  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document 
text  (Volume  II  -  5.3  Deposition  Fluxes)  has  been  revised  to  include  the  full  set  of  atmospheric 
deposition/lake  chemistry  equations. 

Comment  11-38.  The  assertion  that "...  the  only  real  difference  between  the  data  of  Mt.  Zirkel 
and  RMNP  [Rocky  Mountain  National  Park],  is  that  Mt.  Zirkel  data  shows  cleaner  visibility”  and  "... 
that  by  erroneously  using  data  to  represent  Mt.  Zirkel,  the  future  visibility  impact  at  Mt.  Zirkel  from 
the  proposed  actions  may  be  greatly  underestimated”  is  plausible  given  a  very  simplistic 
comparison  of  nephelometer  and  transmissometer  data.  However,  a  more  thorough 
understanding  of  how  these  monitoring  devices  operate  (EPA  1999)  support  excluding  the  Mount 
Zirkel  nephelometer  data.  Also  see  response  to  comment  1 1-9. 

(South  Baggs  DEIS  Comments) 

Comment  11-39.  As  described  in  both  the  DEIS  text  (2.2  Alternative  B  -  Develop  90  wells  within 
the  South  Baggs  Analysis  Area  in  addition  to  existing  operations  [Maximum  Development 
Scenario]  and  4.2. 3. 3  Alternative  B)  and  in  the  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support 
Document  text  (Volume  II  -  2.0  Emission  Inventory),  potential  air  quality  impacts  were  modeled 
for  the  maximum  development  of  90  wells  and  a  3,000  hp  compressor  station.  Therefore,  of  all 
the  proposed  alternatives,  the  air  quality  impact  assessment  analyzed  the  Maximum 
Development  Scenario,  and  all  other  alternatives  would  have  lower  potential  air  quality  impacts. 
As  clearly  stated  in  the  DEIS  (4.2.3. 1  Proposed  Action  [50  wells  in  addition  to  existing 
operations],  4.2. 3.2  Alternative  A  [40  wells  in  addition  to  existing  operations],  and  4. 2. 3. 4 
Alternative  C  -  No  Action  [continue  existing  operations]),  “Potential  air  quality  impacts  would  be 
less  than  those  described  under  the  Alternative  B  -  90  Well  Total  Development  Scenario  ...” 

Comment  11-40.  See  response  to  comment  11-20. 
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Comment  11-41.  As  described  in  the  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support 
Document  text  (2.1  Construction  Emissions),  “The  pollutant  emissions  that  occur  during  pipeline 
construction  include  construction  emissions  from  heavy  equipment;  tailpipe  emissions  from 
diesel  construction  equipment;  road  dust  from  truck  traffic;  and  tailpipe  emissions  from  the 
trucks.”  Further,  during  operations,  emissions  from  vehicle  traffic  would  be  negligibly  small 
because  the  automobile  and  truck  traffic  would  be  minimal  once  production  begins. 

Comment  11-42.  South  Baggs  DEIS  Table  2-4  (Comparative  Impact  Summary)  was  prepared 
based  on  the  mitigation  and  potential  impact  analyses  presented  in  Chapter  4  (Analysis  of 
Environmental  Consequences)  of  the  DEIS.  For  air  quality,  assumed  and  potential  additional 
mitigation  measures  were  detailed  in  both  the  DEIS  text  (4.2.6  Mitigation  Summary)  and  the  Air 
Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  text  (Volume  I  -  3.0  NOx  Mitigation). 

Comment  11-43.  Section  3.3.2. 1  has  been  revised  to  delete  one  of  the  references. 

Comment  11-44.  This  was  the  most  recent  data  available  at  the  time  the  analysis  was 
completed.  Although  there  are  likely  changes  in  the  data  presented  in  the  DEIS,  it  is  doubtful 
that  the  changes  would  have  bearing  on  the  conclusions  provided  in  the  Impacts  Summary  of  the 
DEIS  (section  4.12.4). 

Comment  11-45.  The  FEIS  text  (4.2.1  Introduction)  has  been  revised  to  describe  the  climate 
and  air  quality  impact  analysis  materials  presented  in  Chapter  4  (Analysis  of  Environmental 
Consequences). 

Comment  11-46.  As  clearly  stated  in  the  DEIS  text  (4.2.3. 1  Proposed  Action  [50  wells  in 
addition  to  existing  operations],  4. 2. 3. 2  Alternative  A  [40  wells  in  addition  to  existing  operations], 
and  4.2. 3.4  Alternative  C  -  No  Action  [continue  existing  operations]),  “Potential  air  quality  impacts 
would  be  less  than  those  described  under  the  Alternative  B  -  90  Well  Total  Development 
Scenario  ...”  Although  short-term  construction  impacts  would  be  the  same  for  each  alternative, 
both  the  compression  requirements  and  the  total  number  of  well  impacts  would  be  less  than 
those  described  for  Alternative  B.  No  significant,  adverse  impacts  are  anticipated  from 
implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  or  any  Alternative. 

Comment  11-47.  Near-field  dispersion  modeling  was  performed  for  a  patch  of  eight  producing 
wells  surrounding  the  proposed  3,000  hp  compressor  station  operating  at  maximum  capacity. 
Spacing  between  wells  and  to  the  centralized  compressor  station  was  the  minimum  well  spacing 
defined  in  the  proposed  action.  Maximum  modeled  concentrations  from  well  emissions  alone 
were  found  to  occur  at  receptors  closest  to  the  well.  Maximum  modeled  concentrations  from  the 
compressor  station  were  found  to  occur  several  hundred  meters  away  from  the  facility  but  within 
the  representative  production  area.  Considering  the  “reasonable,  but  conservative”  source  layout 
and  emissions  used,  and  the  localized  nature  of  maximum  modeled  concentrations,  it  is 
reasonable  to  state  that  adding  additional  wells  beyond  the  modeled  well  patch  would  not 
significantly  increase  the  overall  maximum  concentration. 

Comment  11-48.  See  response  to  comment  11-20. 
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Comment  11-49.  See  response  to  comment  11-45. 

Comment  11-50.  As  clearly  described  in  the  DEIS  text  (Appendix  D)  “The  Pinedale  Anticline 
project  proposal  was  specifically  not  included  in  the  cumulative  air  quality  impact  analysis  as  a 
‘reasonably  foreseeable’  development  because  of  its  unsettled,  speculative  status  at  the  time  the 
cumulative  analysis  was  initiated.  What  may  actually  be  authorized  for  development  is  unknown. 
No  WDEQ-AQD  air  pollutant  emission  permits  have  been  issued  for  the  proposed  Pinedale 
Anticline  activities.  Thus,  to  include  the  proposed  project  would  mislead  the  public  and  the 
Bureau  decisionmaker  with  unsupportable  estimates  of  cumulative  effects  on  the  resources, 
ecosystems,  or  human  communities.  The  Bureau  is  developing  the  Pinedale  Anticline  air  quality 
impact  assessment  protocol  through  its  ‘stakeholder1  process,  and  it  is  clear  the  Pinedale 
Anticline  cumulative  air  quality  impact  assessment  will  consider  including  the  Continental 
Divide/Wamsutter  II  and  South  Baggs  projects,  if  authorized  (as  well  as  other  ‘reasonably 
foreseeable,’  authorized,  or  permitted  actions).” 

Although  the  Pinedale  Anticline  protocol  has  since  been  prepared  (USDI-BLM  1999c),  the  air 
quality  impact  analysis  was  not  completed,  nor  was  the  DEIS  published  when  the  South  Baggs 
Area  air  quality  impact  analysis  was  completed.  Therefore,  the  anticipated  Pinedale  Anticline 
project  was  not  a  “reasonably  foreseeable”  development  for  inclusion  in  the  South  Baggs  Area 
FEIS,  although  the  South  Baggs  project  is  a  “reasonably  foreseeable”  development  for  inclusion 
in  the  Pinedale  Anticline  DEIS. 

Comment  11-51.  See  responses  to  comments  11-3,  11-6,  and  11-30. 

Comment  11-52.  The  FEIS  text  (Chapter  6,  Consultation  and  Coordination, Table  6-2)  has  been 
revised  to  include  participants  involved  in  the  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  TSD. 

Comment  11-53.  The  FEIS  text  (Table  D-2)  has  been  revised  to  include  the  Minimum  ANC 
levels  for  Island  Lake  and  No.  4  Lake  in  the  Rawah  mandatory  Federal  PSD  Class  I  wilderness 
area. 


COMMENT  LETTER  12:  WYOMING  OUTDOOR  COUNCIL 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for 
providing  your  comments.  The  BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  12-1.  Comment  noted. 

Comment  12-2.  Comment  noted. 

Comment  12-3.  The  BLM  believes  that  adequate  protection  measures  have  been  identified  in 
the  EIS  to  prevent  unnecessary  and  undue  degradation  and  to  ensure  the  natural  resources  and 
environmental  quality  would  be  protected  for  future  generations.  We  appreciate  your  succinct 
discussion  of  BLM’s  responsibilities  under  FLPMA  and  Title  43  of  the  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations,  and  we  believe  that  we  have  satisfied  these  responsibilities,  as  well  as  those  of 
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NEPA,  in  this  EIS. 

Comment  12-4.  The  BLM  believes  that  the  measures  proposed  in  the  Biological  Assessment 
are  adequate  for  wildlife  protection.  Furthermore,  this  project  under  any  alternative  has  not  yet 
been  approved;  the  Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  is  the  project  authorizing  document,  and  all 
required  mitigations  will  be  identified  therein.  Alternatives  considering  fewer  wells  (see  Section 
2.2  of  the  DEIS)  were  considered,  as  were  alternate  drilling  techniques  (see  Section  2.5  of  the 
DEIS). 

Comment  12-5.  The  BLM  believes  that  measures  provided  in  the  standard  mitigation  guidelines 
(see  Appendix  A),  and  mitigation  measures  provided  by  Merit  and  by  environmental  analysis  are 
adequate  for  resource  protection.  The  BLM  cannot  deny  all  development  within  the  areas  you 
have  mentioned  because  leases  have  already  been  issued.  Furthermore,  we  do  not  believe  that 
such  restrictions  are  necessary  to  give  adequate  protection  to  the  various  resources.  Such 
restrictions  would  essentially  create  a  no-surface-occupancy  situation  and  preclude  the  recovery 
of  the  oil  and  gas  resources. 

Comment  12-6.  The  term  or  classification  Sensitive  Resource  Area  (SRA)  was  used  in  the 
Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  II  DEIS  to  identify  area  of  special  concern  within  a  very  large  area. 
The  South  Baggs  area  is  a  much  smaller  area  and  to  subdivide  it  into  smaller  areas  would  serve 
no  practical  purpose.  The  concerns  you  mentioned  have  been  addressed  in  the  DEIS.  The 
situations  that  might  define  an  SRA  were  identified  during  the  scoping  process  as  issues.  These 
issues  have  been  addressed  in  the  DEIS. 

Comment  12-7.  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  exact  location  of  every  well  can  not  be 
determined  at  this  time.  The  location  of  each  well  depends  on  information  provided  by  the 
Operator,  and  may  be  subject  to  change.  Since  the  South  Baggs  Project  area  is  within 
overlapping  winter  range,  this  important  wildlife  habitat  area  cannot  be  avoided.  There  will  be  a 
site-specific  EA  prepared  for  each  well  during  the  APD,  ROW,  and  Sundry  Notice  review 
process.  The  WGFD  will  be  notified  of  every  well  and  have  the  opportunity  for  providing  input 
into  the  process.  Site-specific  information  gathered  during  the  field  visits  will  be  used  during 
these  site-specific  reviews.  The  need  for  any  additional  site-specific  information  will  also  be 
evaluated  during  the  APD  review  process. 

Comment  12-8.  Large  or  numerous  development  facilities  are  not  a  component  of  the  South 
Baggs  Proposed  Action  or  alternatives  (see  section  2. 1.3. 4,  Ancillary  Facilities).  Since  only  one 
new  compressor  facility  is  proposed,  concentrated  development  facilities  would  not  be  practical. 

Comment  12-9.  Comment  noted.  Grazing  practices  on  public  lands  within  the  South  Baggs 
project  area  may  be  modified  as  deemed  necessary  by  the  BLM  if  such  practices  are  detrimental 
to  establishment  of  vegetation  on  disturbed  areas  or  adversely  effect  other  resource  values. 

Comment  12-10.  As  stated  on  Comment  12-5  above,  the  BLM  believes  that  measures  provided 
in  the  standard  mitigation  guidelines  (see  Appendix  A),  and  mitigation  measures  provided  by 
Merit  (section  2. 4. 1.2  of  the  DEIS)  and  by  environmental  analysis  are  adequate  for  resource 
protection. 
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Comment  12-11.  Please  see  response  to  Comment  12-5  above. 

Comment  12-12.  The  BLM  believes  that  this  EIS  adequately  discloses  the  potential  impacts  of 
the  proposed  project  on  all  the  surface  resources  of  the  South  Baggs  project  area,  and  includes 
appropriate  protection/mitigation  for  the  affected  surface  resources.  Required  resource  protection 
measures  will  be  identified  in  the  ROD  and  further  specified  during  subsequent  APD  and  ROW 
application  reviews. 

Comment  12-13.  It  is  essential  to  recognize  that  no  action  does  not  mean  that  no  oil  and  gas 
development  would  occur  on  federal  lands.  The  no  action  alternative  is  the  continuation  of  the 
existing  situation,  the  present  situation  is  the  base  line.  Continued  recovery  of  oil  and  gas 
resources  is  part  of  the  existing  situation.  Recovery  of  oil  and  gas  resources  is  authorized  by  the 
Great  Divide  Resource  Area  RMP.  To  stop  the  development  of  oil  and  gas  resources  would  not 
be  in  compliance  with  the  RMP. 

To  deny  all  oil  and  gas  activity  on  the  valid  leases  in  the  South  Baggs  area,  would  constitute  a 
breach  of  contract  of  the  Operator’s  rights  to  conduct  development  activities  on  the  leased  lands. 
Authority  for  complete  denial  can  be  granted  only  by  Congress,  which  can  order  the  lease 
forfeited  subject  to  compensation.  The  BLM  can  only  suspend  the  lease  pursuant  to  Section  39 
of  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act  pending  consultation  with  Congress  for  a  grant  of  authority  to  preclude 
drilling  and  provide  compensation  to  the  lessee. 

Comment  12-14.  Comment  noted.  As  stated  in  the  DEIS  (section  1.5.4),  the  proposed  natural 
gas  production  project  is  in  conformance  with  management  objectives  and  actions  provided  in 
the  Great  Divide  Resource  Area  RMP. 

Comment  12-15.  Comment  noted.  The  BLM  believes  that  cumulative  impacts  have  been 
adequately  addressed  in  this  EIS.  The  results  of  the  southwest  Wyoming  evaluation  indicate  that 
an  EIS  analyzing  the  cumulative  impacts  of  oil  and  gas  development  in  southwest  Wyoming  is 
unnecessary. 

The  DEIS  clearly  described  the  proposed  and  reasonably  foreseeable  air  pollutant  emission 
sources  included  in  the  air  quality  impact  assessment,  identified  potential  cumulative  air  quality 
impacts,  and  listed  analysis  assumptions  which  “could  lead  to  an  under-estimation  of  potential 
impacts,  but  are  beyond  the  scope  of  the  cumulative  air  quality  impact  assessment  for  predicting 
‘reasonably  foreseeable  significant  adverse  effects  on  the  human  environment”  (Appendix  D).  In 
addition,  the  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  provided  maps  of  the 
cumulative  air  quality  impact  analysis  area  (including  air  pollutant  source  locations  and  sensitive 
air  quality  area  boundaries)  and  a  complete  listing  of  all  modeled  air  pollutant  emission  source 
locations  and  characteristics.  As  clearly  described  in  the  DEIS  text  (3.2.2  Air  Quality  and  4.2.5 
Cumulative  Impacts),  existing  air  pollutant  emission  sources  were  represented  by  in  the 
background  air  quality  conditions  or  were  specifically  modeled  as  “reasonably  foreseeable” 
facilities. 

Comment  12-16.  Impacts  from  all  known  private  land  development  as  well  as  those  from  all 
known  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  actions  are  analyzed  in  this  EIS.  The 
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DEIS  considers  all  direct,  indirect,  and  cumulative  impacts  for  all  affected  resources  on  federal, 
state,  and  private  lands  and  considers  additional  mitigation  for  federal  lands.  The  BLM  has 
considered  the  impacts  of  granting  ROWs  to  access  non-federal  lands  under  the  No  Action 
Alternative. 


Comment  12-17.  Comment  noted.  The  BLM  believes  that  the  mitigation  measures  and 
associated  plans  are  adequately  presented  in  the  DEIS. 

Comment  12-18.  Comment  noted.  The  BLM  believes  the  mitigation  and  monitoring  measures 
presented  in  the  DEIS  are  adequate  for  identifying  potential  problem  areas. 

Comment  12-19.  As  clearly  stated  in  the  DEIS  (sections  4. 7. 3. 1.3  and  4. 7. 3. 1.4)  aerial  and 
ground  surveys  were  conducted  to  determine  sage  grouse  and  raptor  populations  and 
distributions.  Additionally,  the  DEIS  (section  4.8)  discusses  populations  and  distributions  of 
special  status  wildlife  species,  to  include  aerial  and  ground  survey  data.  BLM  believes  this 
survey  data  is  adequate  to  implement  monitoring  and  mitigation  plans. 

Comment  12-20.  The  mitigation  measures  and  monitoring  requirements  found  in  Chapters  2 
and  4  will  be  added  to,  modified,  or  selectively  withheld  by  the  authorized  officer,  based  on  site- 
specific  information  gathered  during  the  on-site  review  of  an  application  for  permit  to  drill  (APD) 
or  right-of-way  (ROW).  The  APD  or  ROW  holder  is  required  to  comply  with  the  surface  use  plan 
they  submitted  with  their  application  and  all  conditions  of  approval  or  stipulations  added  to  the 
permit  at  the  time  of  approval.  Compliance  with  the  surface  use  plan,  conditions  of  approval,  and 
stipulations  is  mandatory.  Noncompliance  can  result  in  fines  or  trespass  fees. 

Installation  of  any  project  is  monitored  by  the  BLM,  both  while  being  installed  and  after 
construction  is  completed. 

All  of  BLM’s  ROW  files  are  open  for  public  review,  and  all  mineral  lease  files,  except  for  some 
down-hole  proprietorial  information,  are  also  open  to  the  public.  Additionally,  all  monitoring 
results  would  be  available  for  public  review. 

Comment  12-21.  As  clearly  stated  in  the  DEIS  (Executive  Summary)  “Since  BLM  approved 
activities  must  comply  with  all  applicable  local,  state,  tribal  and  Federal  air  quality  laws,  statues, 
regulations,  standards  and  implementation  plans,  significant  adverse  impacts  to  air  quality  are 
not  anticipated  to  occur  from  implementation  of  any  of  the  alternative  actions.”  The  technical 
basis  for  this  conclusion  were  presented  in  the  DEIS  (3.2.2  Air  Quality)  and  the  Air  Quality  Impact 
Assessment  Technical  Support  Document. 


Comment  12-22. 
Comment  12-23. 
Comment  12-24. 
Comment  12-25. 


See  response  to  comment  11-29. 

See  response  to  comment  11-50. 

See  response  to  comment  11-10. 

The  DEIS  neither  “downplays  and  ignores”  the  conservative  visibility 
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screening  level  analysis  results,  nor  did  the  Bureau  use  “questionable  methods  to  achieve  these 
results.”  Also  see  responses  to  comments  11-3,  11-7,  12-28,  and  13-2. 

Comment  12-26.  See  response  to  comment  1 1-4. 

Comment  12-27.  See  response  to  comment  11-6. 

Comment  12-28.  It  is  not  clear  why  some  agencies  prefer  to  use  the  visibility  screening  analysis 
(method  2)  as  part  of  their  PSD  Permit  -  New  Source  Review,  but  that  method:  1)  is  very  easy  to 
apply;  2)  represents  a  conservative  (over-estimate)  of  potential  visibility  impacts;  3)  provides  a 
conservative  buffer  against  possible  perceptible  impacts;  and  4)  represents  the  desired  future 
condition  of  no  manmade  visibility  impairment  in  mandatory  Federal  PSD  Class  I  areas. 

The  DEIS  did  not  confuse  “the  public  by  combining  the  two  models  without  disclosing  their 
results  separately  and  then  choosing  to  display  only  the  results  from  Method  4  that  diminish  the 
visibility  impacts.”  Both  the  very  conservative,  but  much  simpler,  visibility  screening  analysis 
(method  2),  and  the  more  refined  visibility  impact  analysis  (method  4)  were  performed  and  their 
results  clearly  reported  separately  in  the  DEIS. 

However,  your  statements  effectively  demonstrate  the  general  confusion  among  Federal  land 
management  agencies  and  the  general  public  regarding  the  different  purposes  and  interpretation 
techniques  of  visibility  impact  analyses  for  air  regulatory  purposes  (permit  review)  and  non- 
regulatory  potential  environmental  impact  analysis  and  disclosure  (NEPA  review).  For  air 
pollutant  emission  permitting,  very  specific  project  design  information,  very  specific  air  regulatory 
agency  analysis  procedures,  and  Federal  land  management  review  and  comment  procedures 
have  all  been  established  (and  must  be  followed)  under  the  Clean  Air  Act  and  other  applicable  air 
quality  regulatory  directives.  Once  a  permit  is  issued,  the  applicant  has  permission  to  operate. 
Under  NEPA,  project  designs  are  often  preliminary  (enhancing  a  review  of  alternatives),  the 
specific  environmental  impact  analysis  methods  are  selected  based  on  the  specific  situation 
(although  the  overall  analysis  process  is  defined  by  NEPA),  and  although  the  decisionmaker  may 
require  specific  mitigation  measures,  the  applicant  can  not  operate  until  all  applicable  operating 
permits  (including  air  quality)  have  been  issued.  In  summary,  both  processes  use  similar 
analysis  techniques  (monitored  data,  dispersion  modeling,  etc.),  but  their  purpose  and  needs 
vary  greatly. 

Also  see  responses  to  comments  1 1-3,  11-7,  11-33,  and  13-2. 

Comment  12-29.  Please  see  responses  to  comments  1 1-9  and  1 1-38. 

Comment  12-30.  Please  see  responses  to  comments  13-4  and  13-6. 

Comment  12-31.  To  the  extent  the  “NEPA  procedures  must  insure  that  environmental 
information  is  available  to  public  officials  and  citizens  before  decisions  are  made  and  before 
actions  are  taken”  (40CFR1 500. 1(b)),  the  comment  that  “all  that  is  available  are  untested 
assumptions”  is  correct.  However,  air  pollutant  emission  limits  and  ambient  air  quality  monitoring 
requirements  are  the  responsibility  of  the  applicable  air  quality  regulatory  agency,  based  on  their 
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air  pollutant  emission  permit  analysis  and  approval.  The  U.S.  Congress  did  not  grant  any 
Federal  land  management  agency  air  quality  regulatory  authority.  In  fact,  ever  since  the  original 
Clean  Air  Act  was  passed  (P.L.  159,  dated  July  14,  1955),  it  has  been  the  declared  policy  of  the 
U.S.  Congress  "...  to  preserve  and  protect  the  primary  responsibilities  of  the  States  [Tribal]  and 
local  governments  in  controlling  air  pollution  ...”. 

Comment  12-32.  As  clearly  stated  in  the  DEIS  text  (4. 2. 3. 3  Alternative  B),  "...  neither  the  State 
of  Wyoming  nor  EPA  have  established  HAP  standards  ...”  Of  six  chemicals  analyzed,  only 
benzene  exceeded  the  most  restrictive  8-hour  Pinellas  County  Air  Pollution  Control  Board 
(Florida)  Acceptable  Ambient  Concentration  Level.  Further  analysis  of  the  potential  incremental 
long-term  cancer  risk  for  a  Most  Likely  Exposure  and  a  Maximally  Exposed  Individual  due  to 
benzene  and  formaldehyde  indicated  no  potential  for  concern.  Also  see  response  to  comment 
12-31. 

Comment  12-33.  See  response  to  comment  12-31. 

Comment  12-34.  Existing  activities  contributing  to  water  quality  reductions  in  the  South  Baggs 
project  area  are  described  in  DEIS  sections  3.4.2. 1  and  3. 4. 2. 2.  Petroleum  activities  are  not 
identified  as  the  only  cause  of  stream  impairment.  Rather,  a  number  of  factors,  including  high 
natural  erosion  rates  in  this  arid  climate,  combine  to  reduce  water  quality.  The  BLM  believes  that 
project-specific  and  cumulative  impacts  to  water  quality  are  adequately  addressed  in  DEIS. 

Comment  12-35.  While  no  point  source  discharges  are  anticipated  at  this  time,  your  comment 
is  noted,  and  the  BLM  concurs  and  would  work  with  the  WDEO/WQD  to  ensure  that  no  point 
source  discharges  are  authorized  to  "water  quality  limited  segments." 

Comment  12-36.  The  proposed  project  would  be  in  compliance  with  all  existing  water  quality 
standards  (see  DEIS  section  2. 1.4. 2. 6). 

Comment  12-37.  The  DEIS  (section  4. 7. 3. 1.2,  page  4-52,  paragraph  3)  clearly  states  that  post¬ 
reclamation  disturbance  for  crucial  winter/yearlong  range  of  the  project  area  under  the  proposed 
action  would  be  approximately  99.4  acres,  not  thousands  of  acres. 

The  BLM  intends  to  do  everything  it  can  to  mitigate  the  removal  of  sagebrush  in  the  South  Baggs 
project  area  and  to  protect  sage  grouse  and  the  other  species  that  depend  upon  this  ecosystem. 
Numerous  mitigation  measures  are  outlined  in  the  DEIS  to  this  end.  However,  just  as  protection 
of  wildlife  habitat  is  a  legitimate  use  of  BLM  lands,  so  is  oil  and  gas  development. 

Comment  12-38.  The  DEIS  discusses  at  length  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  to  wildlife 
species.  These  impacts  and  associated  mitigations  are  presented  in  DEIS  throughout  sections 
4.7  and  section  4.8. 

Comment  12-39.  Baseline  wildlife  studies  were  conducted  on  the  South  Baggs  project  area  and 
an  extensive  review  of  extant  data  was  completed.  Oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development 
activities  have  been  ongoing  in  the  South  Baggs  area  for  some  time,  and  the  BLM  realizes  that 
the  landscape  will  change  from  its  existing  characteristics  under  additional  oil  and  gas 
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development.  To  characterize  such  changes  as  an  ‘industrial  landscape”  is  an  overstatement. 

Comment  12-40.  Comment  noted.  As  stated  in  section  4. 7. 3. 1.3  of  the  DEIS,  available 
evidence  indicates  that  sage  grouse  do  not  currently  make  use  of  the  South  Baggs  project  area. 
There  are  no  records  of  leks  within  two  miles  of  the  project  area,  and  transect  surveys  revealed 
no  evidence  of  grouse  use  within  the  sagebrush  habitats. 

Comment  12-41.  Comment  noted.  See  response  to  comment  12-40. 

Comment  12-42.  The  BLM  believes  that  the  DEIS  adequately  addresses  potential  impacts  on 
sage  grouse  and  that  an  informed  decision  can  be  made.  See  response  to  comment  12-40. 

Comment  12-43.  The  USFWS  is  being  consulted  regarding  the  proper  procedures  for 
clearance  for  mountain  plover.  An  updated  biological  assessment  (BA)  has  been  completed  for 
the  project  area  and  adjacent  lands.  Information  and  opinions  provided  in  the  BA  will  be 
incorporated  into  the  Record  of  Decision  (ROD). 

Comment  12-44.  See  response  to  comments  2-4  and  2-5. 

Comment  12-45.  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  BLM  does  follow  USFWS  guidelines  for 
black-footed  ferret  surveys  (see  DEIS  section  4.8.2. 1).  The  USFWS  is  being  consulted  regarding 
possible  changes  for  surveying  Black-Footed  Ferret.  An  updated  biological  assessment  (BA)  has 
been  completed  for  the  project  area  and  adjacent  lands.  Information  and  opinions  provided  in 
the  BA  concerning  the  Black-Footed  Ferret  will  be  incorporated  into  the  Record  of  Decision 
(ROD). 

Comment  12-46.  Comment  noted. 

Comment  12-47.  Consultation  with  Native  American  government  bodies  is  required  by  several 
laws.  Consultation  is  guided  by  BLM  Manual  Handbook  H— 8160-1  General  Procedural 
Guidance  of  Native  American  Consultation.  In  Wyoming,  the  BLM  views  consultation  with  Native 
Americans  as  an  ongoing  process.  Native  American  cultural  groups  that  may  have  a  historical 
interest  in  the  area  were  contacted  to  convey  to  the  BLM  any  questions  and/or  concerns  they 
may  have  regarding  the  South  Baggs  project.  The  BLM  will  continue  to  take  the  concerns  of 
tribal  representatives  into  account  in  developing  management  strategies  for  the  South  Baggs 
area. 

Comment  12-48.  The  BLM  manages  the  public  lands  for  multiple  resources  and  believes  that 
this  EIS  identifies  that  the  use  of  the  various  resources  can  be  balanced  in  a  reasonable  way. 


COMMENT  LETTER  13:  UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY  - 
REGION  8 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for 
providing  your  comments.  The  BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 
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Comment  13-1.  Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your 
comments.  The  BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

The  BLM  believes  the  procedures  identified  for  monitoring,  evaluation,  review,  and  potential 
modification  (e.g.,  changed  mitigative  actions)  identified  in  the  DEIS  Reclamation  Plan, 

(Appendix  B)  provide  for  adequate  adaptive  environmental  management  for  most  resources  with 
the  potential  for  significant  impacts.  The  BLM  does  not  believe  an  adaptive  environmental 
management  plan  is  necessary  for  air  quality  since  no  project-specific  significant  air  quality 
impacts  are  anticipated,  and  in  any  event  the  BLM  cannot  implement  specific  air  quality 
mitigation  since  we  have  no  authority  to  do  so.  The  following  provides  a  brief  summary  of  how 
the  reclamation  plan  provides  for  adaptive  environmental  management. 

The  Reclamation  Plan  (DEIS  Appendix  B)  involves  components  designed  to  protect  or  otherwise 
minimize  impacts  to  many  area  resources  including  surface  and  ground  waters,  vegetation 
communities,  wildlife,  livestock  grazing,  recreation,  and  visual  resources.  While  only  the  BLM 
and  the  South  Baggs  Operator  are  involved  in  evaluating  reclamation  success,  the  BLM  believes 
the  success  criteria  presented  in  DEIS,  Appendix  B  are  adequate  and  that  reclamation  success 
determinations  do  not  require  alternate  agency  and/or  public  involvement. 

The  BLM  believes  that  an  adaptive  environmental  management  program  for  surface  water 
resources  in  the  South  Baggs  area  may  be  appropriate  since  no  formal,  project-specific  surface 
water  quality  or  quantity  monitoring  program  currently  exists.  However,  the  BLM  believes 
existing  surface  water  protection  measures  presented  in  this  EIS  would  adequately  protect  these 
resources. 

Comment  13-2.  All  air  quality  impact  assessment  materials  presented  in  the  DEIS  represent 
the  Bureau’s  “preferred  method  of  displaying  the  potential  visibility  degradation,”  and  not  “the 
proponents’.” 

In  addition,  Table  D-3  does  not  present  “the  minimum  number  of  days  of  potential  [visibility] 
degradation.”  As  clearly  described  in  the  DEIS  text  (4.2.5  Cumulative  Impacts),  “In  reviewing 
these  predicted  cumulative  impacts,  it  is  important  to  understand  the  ‘reasonable,  but 
conservative’  assumptions  made  regarding  potential  resource  development.  In  developing  this 
analysis,  there  is  uncertainty  regarding  ultimate  development  (i.e.,  number  of  wells,  equipment  to 
be  used,  specific  locations).  The  analysis  was  also  based  on  a  ‘reasonably  foreseeable’ 
development  scenario,  including  several  conservative  assumptions  ...”  After  detailing  the 
conservative  assumptions,  the  DEIS  text  (4. 2. 3. 3  Alternative  B)  clearly  concludes  “Based  on 
these  numerous  ‘reasonable,  but  conservative’  analysis  assumptions,  which  may  actually 
compound  one  another,  the  projected  impacts  represent  an  upper  estimate  of  potential  air  quality 
impacts  which  are  unlikely  to  actually  be  reached.”  Also  see  response  to  comment  [7-A3]. 

Comment  13-3.  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  FEIS  text  (4.2.6  Mitigation  Summary)  and 
the  Revised  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  text  (Volume  I  -  3.0 
NOx  Mitigation)  have  been  revised  to  include  cost  effectiveness  information. 

Comment  13-4.  As  required  by  NEPA  (40CFR1 502. 16(h),  the  DEIS  text  clearly  described 
“means  to  mitigate  adverse  environmental  impacts,”  including  applicant-committed  mitigation, 
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additional  potential  BLM-required  mitigation,  and  other  “mitigative  opportunities”  outside  the 
jurisdiction  of  BLM’s  authority  (4.2.6  Mitigation  Summary).  Although  NEPA  does  require  the  lead 
agency  (40CR1 505.3(c))  “upon  request,  [to]  inform  cooperating  or  commenting  agencies  on 
progress  on  carrying  out  mitigation  measures  which  they  have  proposed  and  which  were  adopted 
by  the  agency  making  the  decision,”  actual  mitigation  selection  and  implementation,  and  the  use 
of  “a  formal  Adaptive  Environmental  Management  Plan,”  are  not  required  by  NEPA.  Mitigation 
measures  (including  monitoring)  may  be  included  by  the  decisionmaker  to  reduce  potential 
significant  adverse  impacts  in  the  ultimate  Record  of  Decision. 

Comment  13-5.  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  13-1  above. 

Comment  13-6.  As  clearly  stated  in  the  DEIS  text  (Executive  Summary)  “Since  Bureau 
approved  activities  must  comply  with  all  applicable  local,  state,  tribal  and  Federal  air  quality  laws, 
statues,  regulations,  standards  and  implementation  plans,  significant  adverse  impacts  to  air 
quality  are  not  anticipated  to  occur  from  implementation  of  any  of  the  alternative  actions.”  The 
technical  basis  for  this  conclusion  were  presented  in  the  DEIS  (4.2  Air  Quality)  and  the  Air 
Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  (USDI-BLM  1999a). 

The  DEIS  did  not  predict  “a  high  potential  for  degradation”  of  visibility  in  sensitive  areas,  nor  do 
“effective  mitigation  measures  need  to  be  defined  to  off-set  this  potential  degradation.”  As 
clearly  described  in  the  DEIS  text  (Appendix  D),  “A  conservative  visibility  screening  level  analysis 
indicated  that  proposed  project  operations  might  result  in  a  perceptible  (1.0  deciview)  visibility 
reduction  on  very  clear  days  at  several  of  the  PSD  Class  I  and  II  sensitive  receptors,  therefore  a 
more  refined  potential  visibility  impact  analysis  was  performed”  and  “As  shown  in  Table  D-3,  the 
refined  visibility  impact  analysis  predicted  that  a  ‘just  noticeable  change’  greater  than  1.0 
deciview  would  occur  on  a  single  day  at  only  the  PSD  Class  I  Rawah  Wilderness  Area.”  After 
detailing  the  conservative  assumptions  used  in  the  refined  visibility  impact  analysis,  the  DEIS 
clearly  concluded  “Based  on  these  numerous  ‘reasonable,  but  conservative’  analysis 
assumptions,  which  may  actually  compound  one  another,  the  projected  impacts  represent  an 
upper  estimate  of  potential  air  quality  impacts  which  are  unlikely  to  actually  be  reached.” 

Also  see  responses  to  comments  11-2  and  13-2. 

Comment  13-7.  Scaling  factors  were  initially  developed  to  account  for  well  heater  operation 
schedules  provided  by  the  field  operators.  In  the  case  of  Jonah  II,  Snyder  Oil  Company  provided 
specific  well  heater  operating  cycle  information.  The  dehydrator  heaters  were  estimated  to 
operate  year-round,  for  at  most  15  minutes  per  hour.  The  separator  heaters  were  estimated  to 
operate  from  October  through  April,  for  at  most  15  minutes  per  hour.  Scaling  factors  were  used 
in  the  modeling  to  adjust  full  load  emission  rates  to  account  for  the  heater  operating  schedules. 
Lacking  similar  specific  operating  cycle  information,  the  dehydrator  heaters  in  other  well  fields 
were  assumed  to  operate  year-round,  for  30  minutes  per  hour,  and  separator  heaters  operated 
full  time  during  the  winter  months  (October  -  March). 

In  addition,  the  scaling  factors  developed  for  well  heater  schedules  were  used  to  adjust  modeled 
well  field  emissions,  based  on  the  WDEQ-AQD  recently  permitted  source  inventory.  Therefore, 
each  set  of  scaling  factors  varies  between  each  well  field  to  account  for  sources  that  were 
included  in  the  WDEQ-AQD  emissions  inventory. 


Page  5-38 


South  Baggs  Area  Natural  Gas  Field  Development  Final  EIS  -  April  2000 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS 


Comment  13-8.  The  Bridger  transmissometer  data  base  includes  the  category  “number  of 
readings  not  in  average  due  to  weather.”  All  24  hours  in  Julian  day  146  were  excluded  due  to 
weather.  There  is  no  code  indicating  exactly  what  the  weather  was  during  that  hour  although  the 
relative  humidity  was  at  or  above  93%  for  17  hours.  Since  the  measured  visual  extinction  on  day 
146  is  not  known,  then  the  refined  visibility  analysis  (Method  4)  can  not  be  applied. 

Comment  13-9.  As  clearly  reported  in  of  the  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support 
Document  text  (Volume  II  -5.2  Visibility  Impacts),  “Any  one-day  and  two-day  gaps  throughout  the 
year  are  filled  by  interpolation  of  measured  extinction  values  for  the  previous  valid  day  and  the 
following  valid  day.  This  brings  the  number  of  valid  days  of  analysis  for  the  Bridger  Wilderness 
Area  to  307  (267+16+14),  and  for  Rocky  Mountain  National  Park  to  319  (276+19+24),  providing 
nearly  84%  and  87%  data  recovery,  respectively.” 

In  addition,  Appendix  E  (a)  -  Daily  Summary  of  Bridger  Transmissometer  Data  indicated  that 
approximately  65  per  cent  (2461  hours  of  the  total  3765)  of  the  invalid  hours  were  weather 
related  for  which  no  visibility  impact  analysis  can  be  performed.  Similarly,  Appendix  E  (b)  -  Daily 
Summary  of  Rocky  Mountain  National  Park  Transmissometer  Data  indicated  that  approximately 
93  per  cent  (3479  hours  of  the  total  3753)  of  the  “invalid”  hours  were  weather  related. 

This  compares  to  only  a  47  per  cent  valid  1995  nephelometer  data  recovery  for  the  "Mt.  Zirkel 
Wilderness  Area  Reasonable  Attribution  Study  of  Visibility  Impairment”  (Watson  et  al  1996), 
where  the  instrument  was  not  operated  23  per  cent  of  the  year,  26  per  cent  of  the  possible  data 
were  effected  by  weather  (even  including  measurements  up  to  95  per  cent  relative  humidity),  and 
nearly  4  per  cent  other  invalid  data.  The  theoretical  maximum  data  recovery  for  reconstructed 
extinction  from  IMPROVE  fine  particulate  samplers  is  only  29  per  cent  (two  24-hour  samples  per 
week). 

The  DEIS  clearly  used  and  reported  the  most  complete  and  representative  background  optical 
data  available  to  predict  potential  visibility  impacts  from  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives.  In 
addition,  it  is  just  as  possible  the  missing  13  to  16  per  cent  transmissometer  data  would  not  lead 
to  an  under-estimation  of  potential  impacts  as  “could  lead  to  an  underestimation  of  potential 
impacts.” 

Comment  13-10.  The  concern  that  using  MM5  and  observed  data  could  lead  to  “double 
counting”  of  the  precipitation  (and  therefore  overestimation  of  the  wet  deposition)  is  not  justified. 
The  precipitation  from  MM5  was  not  added  to  the  observed  values.  Rather,  the  data  sets  were 
merged  in  a  way  to  give  weight  to  the  observed  data  in  areas  near  the  observational  stations  and 
to  give  weight  to  the  MM5  data  in  areas  where  no  observations  were  made.  The  MM5  data  were 
adjusted  to  reflect  the  spatial  patterns  of  precipitation  in  the  PRISM  (Parameter-elevation 
Regressions  on  Independent  Slopes  Model)  data  set,  developed  by  Dr.  Christopher  Daly  of 
Oregon  State  University  (USDA-NRCS  1998). 

Comment  13-11.  The  CALMET  simulations  did  include  terrain  effects  such  as  slope  flows 
(ISLOPE=1)  and  terrain  channeling  (Froude  number)  effects  (IFRADJ=1).  The  kinematics  effects 
option  was  not  used  (IKINE=0)  in  accordance  with  the  recommended  (default)  model  settings 
because  this  option  may  produce  unrealistically  high  wind  speeds  in  Layer  2  when  relatively  small 
grid  sizes  are  used.  Any  fine-scale  simulations  with  IKINE=1  could  potentially  contain 
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inappropriate  Layer  2  winds. 

Comment  13-12.  The  context  in  which  the  data  were  used  must  be  considered.  In  this  project, 
unlike  the  Mount  Zirkel  Visibility  Study,  hourly  MM5  predictions  on  a  20-km  grid  were  available  to 
initialize  the  CALMET  wind  fields.  As  indicated  in  the  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical 
Support  Document  text  (Volume  II  -  3.3  Meteorological  Data  Base),  the  QA/QC  protocols 
followed  at  the  secondary  meteorological  sites  were  less  stringent  than  those  required  under 
EPA  PSD  monitoring  guidelines  (ARS  1997).  There  is  also  a  question  as  to  the  siting  of  some  of 
the  monitors  and  the  representativeness  of  the  data  relative  to  larger  scale  flow  patterns. 
Although  the  data  might  be  quite  suitable  for  the  purposes  for  which  they  were  collected,  they  do 
not  meet  the  requirements  for  modeling  purposes.  Rather  than  potentially  degrade  the  wind 
fields  by  introducing  potentially  non-representative  data  into  a  relatively  data-rich  environment 
(due  to  the  MM5  data),  the  secondary  sites  were  not  used. 

Comment  13-13.  The  general  IWAQM  recommended  procedure  is  to  exclude  puff  splitting.  The 
puff  splitting  option  is  available  to  address  special  cases  where  there  is  evidence  of  important 
shear  effects,  but  for  the  CD/WII  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives,  there  is  no  reason  to  believe 
shear  is  important  during  the  critical  periods. 

Comment  13-14.  The  actual  particle  size  distribution  of  the  potential  particulate  matter 
emissions  in  unknown.  In  reviewing  data  for  mining  operations,  the  particle  sizes  varied 
significantly  based  on  the  type  of  operation  and  the  meteorological  conditions.  The  use  of  a  10 
micron  diameter  is  one  limit  of  the  possible  range.  It  is  possible  to  model  a  lower  range  as  well, 
and  to  put  bounds  on  the  uncertainty  of  the  results  due  to  this  unknown  factor.  However,  primary 
particulate  matter  was  not  a  significant  factor  in  the  air  quality  impact  analysis  (including  critical 
visibility  events),  so  this  detailed  further  analysis  is  not  necessary. 

Comment  13-15.  Because  local  ammonia  monitoring  data  are  not  available,  the  CALPUFF 
default  value  of  10  ppb  ammonia  was  used  in  the  analysis.  This  value  is  designed  as  a 
conservative  assumption,  favoring  the  formation  of  secondary  particulate  matter  and  resulting 
visibility  impacts.  Assuming  only  1  ppb  background  ammonia  could  limit  gas  to  particle 
conversion,  and  understate  potential  visibility  impacts. 

Comment  13-16.  The  hourly  relative  humidity  values  used  in  the  visibility  calculations  were 
derived  from  the  nearest  MM5  grid  point  to  the  receptor.  A  vertical  average  from  the  surface  to 
200  meters  above  the  surface  was  used  in  the  calculations.  Although  no  detailed  comparison  of 
the  MM5  relative  humidity  predictions  to  the  measured  values  was  done,  the  qualitative  patterns 
produced  by  MM5  are  reasonable.  Given  the  known  deficiencies  of  the  observed  data  (i.e. , 
limited  or  no  data  collected  in  the  higher  terrain  areas,  near-surface  values  only,  potentially 
missing  data,  etc.),  the  comprehensive  MM5  data  were  determined  to  be  appropriate.  Also  see 
response  to  comment  13-17. 

Comment  13-17.  As  clearly  stated  in  of  the  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support 
Document  text  (Volume  II  -  4.3  Meteorological  Modeling  Options),  “The  relative  humidity  used  to 
determine  F^,  has  been  computed  as  a  200-meter  vertical  average  of  the  humidity  predicted  at 
the  nearest  MM5  grid  point  to  the  receptor.  This  allows  for  terrain  effects  on  relative  humidity  to 
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be  better  evaluated  than  if  surface-based  relative  humidity  measurements  at  the  NWS  stations 
were  used.  The  NWS  stations  tend  to  be  located  in  flat  areas  at  lower  elevations  than  the 
sensitive  areas  of  interest.  The  200  m  vertical  average  is  intended  as  a  compromise  between 
the  desire  for  a  near-surface  relative  humidity  value  (reflecting  the  presence  of  the  observer  at 
the  surface)  and  that  for  a  vertical  average  to  represent  the  distribution  of  the  pollutants  in  the 
vertical  sight  path.”  Relative  humidity  measurements  observed  at  the  transmissometer  location 
have  the  same  limitation.  This  text  also  clearly  stated  “In  CALPOST  Method  2,  the  hygroscopic 
component  of  the  background  is  subject  to  the  same  relative  humidity  adjustment  as  the  modeled 
primary  and  secondary  particulate  matter  concentrations.”  Also  see  response  to  comment  13-16. 
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